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W?T ^ ^ ) IRT Wfi- -feir ^ TTff^fsi^ 311^1:^ 3^^ 3TflRj;EHni 

Statntory Orders and Notifications Issued hy the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


22 2018 

W.3ir. 11949 (1949 4TT 10) ^ STRI 53 # ^-STRT (1) ^ 

?Tf%Eff ^ wUr fTT, -Hi+K, TT L'dg.KI, ^ WtWT 4^ | f% ^ 

3rfllR44 # mn 10 # ^-mrr (l) % (4') % (i) % tft^ tt ^ Tff 

^ CRT f^RTT t4T % wsr f^§RT dil^'+l’G srf^^TTft ^ TTR TFT 3ft. ^ TTR 

ttrtt wff ^ t rt 4tt^ ^ 11 


7560GI/2018 


( 1 ) 


[W.t. 13/2/2016-4t3Tf-I] 
sIMIcTIN TTR, 3RTTrf%R 
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MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 22nd November, 2018 

S.O. 1. — In exercise of the powers conferred hy sub-section (1) of section 53 of the Banking Regulation Act, 
1949 (10 of 1949), the Central Government on the recommendation of the Reserve Bank of India, hereby declare that the 
provisions of sub-clause (i) of clause (c) of sub-section (1) of section 10 of the said Act shall not apply to Union Bank of 
India in relation to the nomination of Shri Raj Kiran Rai G., Managing Director and Chief Executive Officer, Union 
Bank of India on the Board of Star Union Dai-Ichi Life Insurance Company Limited as Director. 


[F. No. 13/2/2016-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 


4 2018 


W. SIT. 2.—Wft (^TWf TT sjwUT) 1970 # STUT 9 # ^-SrUT (3) % 

^ (^) ^UT W wur ^ |TT, TTclflTT, ^ ^ Slf^^Tfl' 

WTT -H<=bK, f%TT ftwT ^ dc+H ^ 3fk 

% T^TEf TT ^ # ’H'/'+lO TlfMt f^?I^ Hlftlcl |l 

[W. t. 6/3/2012-4t3ir-I] 
sIMlrTlN TUT, 


New Delhi the 4* December, 2018 

S.O. 2.—In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (b) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970, the Central Government hereby nominates Shri Anand 
Madhukar, Officer on Special Duty, Government of India, Ministry of Finance, Department of Financial Services as 
Government nominee Director on the Board of Directors of UCO Bank, with immediate effect and until further orders, 
vice Ms. Sindhu Pillai. 


[F. No. 6/3/2012-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 


11 2018 


w. 3ir. 3.—^Kcfid feif tn 3rRiPid4, 1934 # mn 11 # ^-srm (6) ^irr trtt w wui 
fXT, Vsjld -H'/'+K, felf ^ WP. ^ -1-414>K |l 


[TT. t. 1/3/2013-#3Tr-I] 

sIMlrTlN TFT, 


New Delhi, the 11* December, 2018 

S.O. 3. —In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (6) of section 11 of the Reserve Bank of India Act, 
1934, the Central Government, hereby accepts the resignation of Dr Urjit R. Patel as Governor, Reserve Bank of India. 

[F. No. 1/3/2013-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 


11 2018 


w. 3ir. 4.— feif tn 1934 # srm 8 ^^-STUT (4) %Tfer^-srur (l) % 

^ i^) ^ ^rfrFff TT TufTr fXT, HTTiR, 0,d^KI, ^ ^iRh+id 

80), sirftdi Tipf f%wr ^ ^ % f^ir felf tn (3TR^3Trf) % 

TT || 


[TT. H. 1/3/2013-4t3jr-I] 

5lld1dlN TFT, 31^ 







’TOT ^ 5, 2019/^ 15, 1940 
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New Delhi, the 11* December, 2018 

S.O. 4.—In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (1) read with sub-section (4) of section 
8 of the Reserve Bank of India Act, 1934, the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Shaktikanta Das, IAS Retd. 
(TN:80), former Secretary, Department of Economic Affairs, as Governor, Reserve Bank of India (RBI), for a period of 
three years. 

[F. No. I/3/2013-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 


21 2018 

W. 3ir. 5.—^ Ktf] <4 f%^-3TIW 1981 (1981 ^ 28) STRI 6 ^ ^-STRI (1) 

(tt) % 'H<=hK, I'dg.Ki, 3nt^Mt3Trf % wsT +i4=t>i0 3ri%^iifr 

^3lt) ^ dr+H si^ ^ 3171# 3T#?ff 7TTRf#r Pldfrl-SIRTcI 4# t^) % f4#§I^ 

3IISrR RT ^ RT |l 

[W. t. 9/16/2012-311^x^-1] 
BVdfild 4#!, 3RT¥l%^ 


New Delhi, the 2U‘ December, 2018 

S.O. 5.—In pursuance of Clause (c) of sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the Export Import Bank of India Act, 
1981 (28 of 1981), the Central Government hereby nominates MD&CEO, IDBl Bank as Director on ex-officio basis on 
the Board of Directors of Export Import Bank of India (EXIM Bank) with immediate effect until further orders. 

[F. No. 9/16/2012-IF-I] 

SOUMYAJIT GHOSH, Under Secy. 


(^. T^-1 argwr) 

B# 30 2018 

W. 3ir. 6.—irUdl-SH 3rf#f#XTTr 1983 (1983 ^ 31) # STRI 3 ^-STRI (1) ^ W 

WHI fXT ^ HTdIR lidd^KI BdHd # snjcl ^ # cTT#^ 

sr^rfcf 30.11.2018 (31M<|^H) # 3171# 31#?# cRi f4%?T BdHd # ^ fl 

[#. ##t-I/ 34 / 2018 ] 

f#### 31^ (M.'hl'B'# T# %^) 


MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AEFAIRS 
(PA-I SECTION) 

New Delhi, the 30* November, 2018 

S.O. 6.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Emigration Act, 1983 (31 of 
1983), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Amrit Lugun, Joint Secretary in the Ministry of External Affairs as 
Protector General of Emigrants, Ministry of External Affairs w.e.f. the date of assumption of charge of the post i.e. 
30.11.2018 (A/N) until further orders. 

[No. PA-I/34/2018] 
MIJITO VINITO, Under Secy. (ESP & Cadre) 
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aftr hR«ik 

2018 

W. SIT. 7.—'Hi+l’O T^TR (3rTT%f^ 3r%^1Ri4l' 1971 (1971 TT 

40) # snri 3 ^TT fXT, (2) ^srf&Tnft 

TMftw 3r%T4ft t, ^ STf^l^RTR- % M 41 '441' % 3ri%^Tf|- I #7 ^ srf&TTfl' ^ 

HTT^t % (3) t ^^Tfft t Wnff % wff # STT^T 3rill4.|Rcll ^ T^Tpfk 

#frT3Tf % ^ftcR ^ 3TfljPl44 ^TTT ^ 3I?f[TT wff 7FKT srf^^rfl' ^ ^ifrlRff TT #7 ^ TT 
3rfll<if4ci =b-4o41' i 




WTT 71. 

StRI + I'G TTHIB 41< HcllRiyM 

-H-L+I-Ci -PMIHl' 4 944 3fR: StRI + iRcII # 741-114 
41411!, 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

1 

T^. 3ih^ T^jf%f%c7Hi, 41-4141 
wTr^iTHT, %rt 

41-4141 wUr^HTH, Rf^t, %rt 600032 % 

T^ii7iRi4> f4w4RT 417 TrNrRt^ witTf % 
Titsfl tRtR, 4-4 RtI' 4 ^4^41 #7 3TTm4t 
4 7i4%T jttbR I 


[TT. H. - 28020/11/2018-f4t3TTf] 


-iR'-'ii #7 ^TwH, 3RT 


MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 

New Delhi, the 10* December, 2018 

S.O. 7. —In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised 
Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the Central Government hereby appoints the officer mentioned in the column (2) of 
the Table below, being Gazetted Officer of the Government, to be the Estate Officer for the purposes of the said Act, and 
the said officer shall exercise all powers conferred and perform the duties imposed on Estate Officer by under the said 
Act, within the local limits of his jurisdiction in respect of the categories of Public Premises specified in the 
corresponding entry in column (3) of the said Table. 

TABLE 


SI. No. 

Name & Designation of the Officer 

Categories of Public Premises and Local limits of 
Jurisdiction. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

1. 

Dr. S. Anand, Veterinarian, BCG Vaccine 
Laboratory, Chennai 

Premises relating to enforcement, eviction of quarters and 
matters relating to BCG Staff Quarters and temporary 
allotment under the administrative control of the BCG 
Vaccine Laboratory, Guindy, Chennai - 600032. 


[E. No. Z-28020/11/2018-EPI] 
Ms. VARINDER KAUR BHALLA, Under Secy. 








’TOT ^ TRRtT : 5, 2019/^ 15, 1940 
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T^afFT R't>m 
(^M^jwnT-i 3f^wr) 

10 R^H< , 2018 

^.3ir. 8.^^M srf^^ 3TFfrrr 3TfliP|i|H, 2005 (2006 ^ 4) SrRT 4 % Trf|RT 

R+m WR4 ^ 3r%gw tm\ 13/106/2014ir 31.10.2018 % 

TTTS4^ ^ ^ +l<i4Jri ^ 17.10.2018 ^ ^ % f%TT, srw SPT# 3n%?T cHi, ^ 

^ fr, srf&w: 3ipfrir ^ srs^sr f%4T 4 t i 

2. STRi-f^^Hl RHi-+. 31.10.2018 ^^^ I 

[t. 13/106/2015/^[rT?r(^f(^^-I) ^ (f-13342)] 

3TR4T I^d4l41, ^rf%^ 


MINISTRY OF WOMEN AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT 

(CHILD WELFARE-I SECTION) 

CORRIGENDUM 
New Delhi, the 10* December, 2018 

S.O. 8.—In pursuance of Section 4 of the Commission for Protection of Child Rights Act, 2005 ( 4 of 2006), 
Ministry of Women & Child Development vide notification No.13/106/2015-0/0 US(CW-I) dated 31.10.2018 had 
appointed Shri Priyank Kanoongo as Chairperson, National Commission for Protection of Child Rights with effect from 
17.10.2018 (A/N) for a period of three years, or until further orders, whichever is the earlier. 

2.) In the Hindi version of notification dated 31.10.2018 , the words f^TRI ^TEJ^rTT' may be read as 

[No. 13/106/2015-0/0 US(CW-I) (e-13342)] 
AASTHA SAXENA KHATWANI, It. Secy. 


10 R4H< , 2018 

w. 3ir. 9.—^ srf&w: ^siw 311^ 2005 (2006 ^ 4) # stri 4 % $r ^trci 

TTcR^kt ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ Rdidi 02.11.2018 (SPRI^) ^ TT 

^ rTN" ^ # 3 TtF^, ^ 60 ^ # 3175 ^TFcI 4R^, SfW 3171# 3T#?ff # f#, # 

#r fr, cHi 3Tft^ 7R5PT STpfHl # 7RRT # ^ # f#5W 4Rcfr |l 

[t. 13/100/2015- 4] ^^^5^ -1(1-12860)] 

3TRSTI 


New Delhi, the 10* December, 2018 

S.O. 9.—In pursuance of Section 4 of the Commission for Protection of Child Rights Act, 2005 (4 of 2006), the 
Government of India hereby appoint Shri. Yashwant Jain as Member, National Commission for Protection of Child 
Rights for the field Laws relating to Children with effect from 02.11.2018 (A/N) for a period of three years from the date 
of assumption of charge of the post or till attaining the age of 60 yrs or till further orders, whichever is the earlier. 

[No. 13/100/2015-CW-l(e-12860)1 

AASTHA SAXENA KHATWANI, Jt. Secy. 
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30 3rT^[^, 2018 

w. 3ir. 10.^#^ ^nfrrr) 1976 

1987) % 10 % (4) % srjHTTir Tf, 3TT^ W^FT % T?ll-HPl4 Pl44«ll«fN' PlHplf^d 

84.21 % ^ TT 4>l4'HISI^ flET TETI TF! ^ Lid^^KI 

<^+0^1 <*1^*1 <iNK” 


[t. f-11018/1/2018-3Trg^ (71.^.)] 
4t. T^. fJTR, 


MINISTRY OF AYUSH 

New Delhi, the 30* October, 2018 

S.O. 10.—In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Language (Use for official purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976 (as amended in 1987), the Central Government hereby notifies the following office under the 
administrative control of the Ministry of AYUSH, wherein 84.21% Officials have acquired the working knowledge of 
Hindi: 


“Regional Ayurveda Research Institute for Skin Disorders, Ahmedabad” 

[No. E-11018/1/2018-AYUSH(O.L.)] 
P.N. RANJIT KUMAR, Jt. Secy. 


28 2018 

w.sir. 11.-47^ ^ #7 ^ ^m 414 % sii^qjR ^ 3r4^) 

arfM^RTR-, 1962 ( 1962-50) ( ITHT W^i’T^TRl ^ W t) # mri 3 ^ STRT (1) % arsf^T 

^snft # Tpf, WT 'H<4.K % ^fTf^UnT afk % 44H4 # aiHl^T^Hi Rl-H + I T4T?FT Wcl % 

HW 15 i^^TITi 15-21 3it?r 2018 TT.311. 607, 609 10.04.2018 Will, W 3, (ii)#f4PTTW 

|! w siRi-^-dHi %ii#ir 315^^# RRRy mit, ^ir ti^# 

+1441 (t[4<M) ^ 3j^H4H4< hWi^ cl+i ^^44 311^ ^ 

R.4lP4d f^TT RT t| “41441-31^44H4<-4|^I']'1 4 R 4 I 4 HI” % t % WlRT % Ppr 

^M4l4 % 3rf^w +T 31^ % Put 3Fp- 3TT^pi # 41wr # 4t: 

3fR^Ti3FR3rft^[W3it#Tf%4t^RR^7rrdj+l4f%7TR7:20l8 ^ ^T^sr 471144 ^ 441 

aftr ^ 3i(%1^iTfi # siRi 6 # ^sTRi ( 1 ) % 3151 RU 1 # mTR Tif^Tnfi' ^ 47=444 ht+r ^ 3pi44 Rrlt 4 44 

aftr 4;7 ^)ii lu+K 4 44444 tt tr4 % t w sfk ^ hrisir fr ^ tt 1 % ^ t WRUR 

% Pitt allied |, ^M4l4 % 3ii%+R +1 31^ +t 411%^ 41ri I: 

aui: 3R, %74Rr iR+R ^ 3i4^4^7pfi # sim e # ^mri (l) ^ri ?if%pif +t wTri ^tt i)dg,Ki 

^'44wr+7 t 44 144i w srf^rgw ^ Hw 315^^ t ^ t wrtrtt 4%^ % ^wR 3 i4^^ 

3if^4%RRitT: 







’TOT ^ TRRtT : - 


^ 5, 2019/^ 15, 1940 
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' 3rfm^^ # STITT 6 # T^STITT (4) ^TTT 5T?cr ?Tf%Tff ^ 4Tt fir, ^ f^§T 
^ 3Tf^^5R ^ ^ftWT % 5R1T?R ft Rft^a' ^ 4<4K # f^flcT % ^4" ^ft 


MdlHilM STIT WfT 

3iTiTr fnrlf^R 

ffr^ftt^R^RTRfhMfi 41P3 


srratWT, 1962 ft STITT 10 f ST^ ffft ft srffjff f tl 

?Fft frft 3ftT WTTTTR f ffft ft RFlf 4T 

■^fr^iffti 

31^ 





























































^ 5, 2019/^ 15, 1940 


15 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


35/1 

00 

21 

15 


35/2 

00 

11 

39 


35/3 

00 

08 

76 


34 

00 

53 

24 


22 

00 

36 

94 


21 

00 

45 

77 


191 

00 

55 

49 


192 

00 

83 

09 


195 

00 

47 

37 


171 

00 

49 

04 


196 

00 

58 

03 


149 

00 

81 

91 


169 

00 

34 

96 


154 

01 

00 

52 


[W. t. 3IR-11025(11)6/2018-#3TR-I /f-23678] 




MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 28* December, 2018 

S.O. II.—Whereas by the notification of The Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas, Published in the Gazette No. 15 date 15-21 April 2018 S.O No. 607, 609 date 10.04.2018 Part-ll,Section-3,Sub- 
Section (ii) issued under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and minerals pipelines (Acquisition of Right 
of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (Hereinafter referred to as the said Act) the Central Government declared 
its intention to acquire the right of user in the land situated in Tehsil Ashti, District Beed in Maharashtra State, 
specified in the schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the transportation of 
petroleum from Koyali in the State Gujrat to Solapur in the Maharashtra by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited for 
implementing the ”Koyali-Ahmednagar-Solapur Pipeline Project”. 

And whereas the copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public on 12 September 

2018. 


And whereas the Competent Authority has under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, has submitted 
his report Central Government. 

And whereas, the Central Government after Considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said 
land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of the user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the right of user of the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in 
the Central Government, vests on the date of publication of the declaration, in Indian Oil Corporation Limited, free 
from all encumbrances. 
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Indian Oil Corporation Limited shall be exclusively liable for any compensation in terms of section 10 of the P & 
MP Act, 1962 and no suit, claim or legal proceeding would lie against the Central Government on any matter relating to 
pipeline. 


SCHEDULE 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Ashti 

704 

00 

39 

50 


705 

00 

37 

93 


706 

00 

43 

09 


474 

00 

50 

57 


475 

00 

09 

59 


476 

00 

49 

15 


491 

00 

26 

59 


489 

00 

07 

50 


490 

00 

66 

96 


487 

00 

63 

08 


552 

00 

19 

40 


554 

00 

00 

20 


555 

00 

11 

37 


556 

00 

11 

62 


564 

00 

00 

67 

Pokhari 

875 

00 

04 

16 


876 

00 

14 

75 


877 

00 

06 

31 


878 

00 

05 

79 


879 

00 

06 

37 


880 

00 

05 

70 


873 

00 

46 

12 


872 

00 

00 

38 


871 

00 

09 

79 


870 

00 

08 

57 


868 

00 

53 

97 


844 

00 

33 

68 


841 

00 

01 

26 


847 

00 

04 

95 


840 

00 

02 

80 


848 

00 

04 

73 


839 

00 

02 

88 


838 

00 

13 

45 


837 

00 

37 

08 


836 

00 

13 

72 


824 

00 

06 

57 


825 

00 

08 

54 


826 

00 

10 

86 


827 

00 

15 

18 


365 

00 

00 

15 


364 


07 
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28 


THE GAZETTE OE INDIA : JANUARY 5, 2019/PAUSA 15, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Bhatodi 

84 

00 

01 

22 


83 

00 

10 

94 


86 

00 

15 

01 

Khakalwadi 

30/1 

00 

34 

16 


30/3 

00 

17 

79 


30/4 

00 

16 

54 


30/5 

00 

02 

40 


29/1 

00 

10 

26 


29/2 

00 

00 

98 


31/1 

00 

05 

99 


31/2 

00 

25 

04 


31/3 

00 

05 

69 


31/5 

00 

00 

08 


31/6 

00 

04 

07 


31/12 

00 

09 

65 


32/1 

00 

15 

95 


32/2 

00 

24 

96 


32/A 

00 

13 

24 


32/5 

00 

00 

01 


33/6 

00 

14 

30 


35/1 

00 

21 

15 


35/2 

00 

11 

39 


35/3 

00 

08 

76 


34 

00 

53 

24 


22 

00 

36 

94 


21 

00 

45 

77 

Pandhari 

191 

00 

55 

49 


192 

00 

83 

09 


195 

00 

47 

37 


171 

00 

49 

04 


196 

00 

58 

03 


149 

00 

81 

91 


169 

00 

34 

96 


154 

01 

00 

52 


[F. No. R-11025(1 l)6/2018-OR-I/E-23678] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 

^ Recll, 28 f^TTRR, 2018 

311. 12.-cflTf|i1 xU^cbK ^ Tf^lfeRPT sfN ('^f ^ WlPT ^ ^ 3E^d) srfSrf^RPT, 

1962 (l962 50) T^TRl '8xt> 3rf^P|i|6 061 RTR "t) EIRT 3 4?! "OT—STRT (l) SlsflT 4?! 

RKcI ^ Tf^lfeRPT sfk yi<J>Rl0 ^ WR R71.311. 2221 cTlfRT 14 RldM^, 2017 ^ 

RRcl ^ TIRRDf sRfliRJ 38, cTlfRT 17 RldN^ - 23 RldM^ 2017 Ref RR.3R. 1103 cTl^ 17 2018 Rll RRcI ^ 

'IHMd sEORJ 29, cTlfRT 22 - 28 2018 ^f y0lRld afl ^ RRT STfeRflRRl ^ 3 ] t \ 







cblMW^M Idmd'd ^ fwH # MiJNH ^ WmT # OTERTR W 3T#^ # 3m 

3TT?FT ^ ^fTW ^ sfr ; 

sfk mm ^ ?rf^ mm ^ 19 Rhcim^ 2018 mem mr ^ gfr ■ 


■ 

gggi 


[m 3(ii)] mr Timm : mmt 5, 2019/^ 15, 1940 29 


sfk mn mm siRiRfm ^ ?if^ mm ^ 19 ftmm 2018 mu mem rni ^ 77 ^ sfr ; 

sfk Tim mf^rmi^ ^ mi sif^iRrm ^ stm e ^ m-mi ( 1 ) ^ 3isfm mmR ^ ^ t; 

sfk cii^ii TimR mn m fcrm ^ qmici sfk m mmR ^ mi^ 9 t f% mu ^ m^Meii^n f^iwf 
^ 3 i^rf^ t, mi^i WTfT ^ 3 ifSrmR mi smRr mi t ; 

3ici: 3R, mmR mn 3if^rRim ^ mi e ^ m-mi ( 1 ) nm ;im mfrmf mi mfT mr^ m ^ilw 
mrdf t f% ?TT srfsRjw Timm ^i fciRif^ ^ ^i m^Meii^n ^ wtTt ^ 3ifSrm mi smRi 
mR ; 

sfk mmR mu sif^iRim ^ mi e ^ m-mi (4) mi ;im ^iRbijl' mi ;i^ mr^ m Rit^ ^ t f% mu 
^ ^1 wifT mi 3 iRimR ^ ^ifw ^ mmm ^ mmR ^ Riftn ^ ^ wm^, m^r ffreemf 

5 m Flmr ?f%m 3ifmr mr#m feiRi^ ^ Riftn ^ 1 

^r^lf^rm sfk mRim Mi^Meii^n sif^rRmi, 1902 ^ mi 10 ^ 3isfm ^rfr ^ srfcnjf^ ^ 3ifmr mffRm 

feiRi^ Tjokm mirmfr ^ sfk m^Meii^n Tmf^ %Tfr ^ mi^ m mmR ^ fcimi ^ mm m 
mi^ mi4m# ^ ^ mMf 1 


tTT^^:- 
TTt^ /TTFT 




^C!|4>e1 


/ 

Iff.) 


IfR—41cl—^'. 





3Trf 








( 2 ) 

38/2 

41 

40 

43/1 

43/2 

43/3 

44 

45/1 /m 
46/1 
48/1/31 
48/2 
50/1 
50/2 
50/3 
51/1 
121/1 









30 


THE GAZETTE OE INDIA : JANUARY 5, 2019/PAUSA 15, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 


54/3/^ 


00 

00 

22 


55/4 


00 

03 

48 


55/5 


00 

10 

49 


56 


00 

09 

21 




00 

00 

11 


59/1 /fb 


00 

19 

61 


59/2/^ 


00 

08 

63 


59/1 /^/2 


00 

06 

16 


[W. t. 3TR-11025(11)6/2018-#3TR-I/f-23678] 


New Delhi, the 28* December, 2018 

S. O. 12. —Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas vide S.O. No. 2221 dated the 14* September, 2017, Gazette of India, No. 38 dated 17 - 23 September, 2017 issued 
under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 
1962 (50 of 1962), (here in after referred to as the said Act), Published in the Gazette of India, No. 29 dated 22 - 28 July, 
2018 S. O. No. 1103 dated 17* July 2018 , the Central Government declared its intention to acquire the right of user in 
the land specified in the Schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying Koyali-Ahmednagar-Solapur 
Pipeline for the transportation of Petroleum Products in Taluka Navapur in Nandurbar District in the State of 
Maharashtra by Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public up to 19* September 

2018; 

And whereas the competent authority has under sub-section (1) of Section 6 of said act submitted report to the 
Central Government; 

And Whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said land 
is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification is 
hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that right of user in the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vest on the date of publication of the declaration, in Indian Oil Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 

Indian Oil Corporation Limited shall be exclusively liable for any compensation in terms of Section 10 of the 
P & MP Act, 1962 and no suit, claim or legal proceeding would lie against the Central Government on any matter 
relating to the pipeline. 


SCHEDULE 


Taluka:- Navapur 

District:- Nandurbar 

State :- Maharashtra 

Mouje / Village 

Survey/Block No. 

Sub-Div-No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Mohanpada 

38/2 


00 

00 

20 


41 


00 

29 

14 


40 


00 

12 

94 


43/1 


00 

19 

21 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Karanji Budruk 

32/2 


00 

23 

62 


35 


00 

17 

56 


36 Paiki 


00 

18 

01 


52/3 


00 

01 

97 


53 


00 

47 

35 


54/1 


00 

03 

82 


54/2 


00 

10 

51 


54/3/A 


00 

09 

83 


54/3/B 


00 

00 

22 


55/4 


00 

03 

48 


55/5 


00 

10 

49 


56 


00 

09 

21 


59/1/B/l 


00 

00 

11 


59/1/K 


00 

19 

61 


59/2/B 


00 

08 

63 


59/1/B/2 


00 

06 

16 


[F. No. R-11025(1 l)6/2018-OR-I/E-23678] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 

28 2018 

w.3ir. 13.—^;^^ 'Hi+K ^ ^fri^RFiT #7: t ^ si^) 

1962 ( 1962-50) ( ^ srf&i^iFR ^ W t) # STRT 3 ^ STRT (1) % arsfr^ 

^snfl' # ^TRcT -Hi+K % 3fR: yi-j.fc)-+ % wfrt # 3rf^^[w f%WT rtr % tfstr 

^iw 15 RHI=b 15-21 3{t^ 2018 W.siT. 607 Rdl^b 10.04.2018 WT II 3 (II) # f%R W|! W 
srfll^^HI ^ FT^fl ^ RRRy TFR # d^-lTi^- RR, f%RT ^ ^ TFR ^ 

+1441 ((i4<M) ^ 31^44H4< rR ^ftf^RFR- iRd^H % 1%TT 3ir^ ^ 

R.4lP4d RT 7| “^t^-sr^TR^RT-TTRl^ iR^l^dl” % ^FR^ST ^ % WFSR % Rft 

^JWR % 3ri%^ ^ 3T^ % Pitt 3Fp- STT^R # PiN'JII # # : 

<N44 3rRi'!^-dHI## !lfcl4l ^RcTT^ dlR<d 12 PdR-l 2018 ^ 4Rr^ ^1 

3fR ^ srf^PiR # snri 6 # ^strt (l) % st^ftri ^ ftsr RPr^uft % ftrir ^ sRift R^ % 

Rti 

3fR FTRIR ^ ^ RtR tfT; ^ % t(-^ sff^; ^ ^FRSTR fl RT% 'R 1R ^ ^ WRTR 

% Rnr 3TRf%cr I, RFT rrRt % stRrt r st^ rR r RR^r Rrt |: 

3r: 3r, ^;;=^Rr -H<4>K RF srPrRiR # snri 6 ^ ^snrr (l) ^ tr ^iRfR r wr rR fir, 

^TR'TRR R# I f% w 3rf^^[5R % RR ^ ^ ^ TT^WIR R StRrF 

3rf^1%RRTT; 

3ftT R#Rr FTRR RF 3rfl|P44 # STITT 6 # RSTTTT (4) ^TTT RcT ^if^rff R TRR rR fTT, ^ f^§T 
I fR RF ^ ^ ^M4l4 R 3 t 1%RT RT ^ftWT % TRTR # 117671 ^ RRT ^ R%T fR % RTR FT^ft 
RrirT ^ grF fRT 3TfRT fRf^ ^ Rf|cT fRlI 

^frPlRiT 3ffT iiRr TTRTITR 3ri%1%RT, 1962 # STTTT 10 % srsfRi RtR tR §t1%^ % 1%tt tf^TR 
3TfiTr rtRr fTTfR^i" 'jtiRrt tcttrR frTft #?: ttrtttr R frI^ f%Rt Rt tr# tR =h-sD4 ftrir % 
f%R 4?ft 4R RR R 4RkT^ fTFl^rRl 
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40 


THE GAZETTE OE INDIA : JANUARY 5, 2019/PAUSA 15, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 
















42 


THE GAZETTE OE INDIA : JANUARY 5, 20I9/PAUSA 15, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 


30 

00 

12 

26 


31 

00 

09 

13 


32 

00 

02 

92 


35 

00 

07 

71 


36 

00 

03 

75 


38 

00 

07 

72 


39 

00 

11 

87 


40 

00 

39 

25 


[TT. t. 3iR-11025(11)6/2018-3ir3TR-I /f-23678] 

New Delhi, the 28* December, 2018 

S.O. 13. —Whereas by the notification of The Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas, Published in the Gazette No. 15 date 15-21 April 2018 S.O No. 607 date 10.04.2018 Part-II,Section-3,Sub- 
Section (ii) issued under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and minerals pipelines (Acquisition of Right 
of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (Hereinafter referred to as the said Act) the Central Government declared 
its intention to acquire the right of user in the land situated in Tehsil Nagar, District Ahmednagar in Maharashtra 
State, specified in the schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the transportation 
of petroleum from Koyali in the State Gujrat to Solapur in the Maharashtra by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited 
for implementing the "Koyali-Ahmednagar-Solapur Pipeline Project”. 

And whereas the copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public on 12 September 

2018. 

And whereas the Competent Authority has under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, has submitted 
his report Central Government. 

And whereas, the Central Government after Considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said 
land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of the user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the right of user of the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in 
the Central Government, vests on the date of publication of the declaration, in Indian Oil Corporation Limited, free 
from all encumbrances. 

Indian Oil Corporation Limited shall be exclusively liable for any compensation in terms of section 10 of the P 
& MP Act, 1962 and no suit, claim or legal proceeding would lie against the Central Government on any matter 
relating to pipeline. 


SCHEDULE 


Taluka : Nagar 

District: Ahmednagar 

State : Maharashtra 

Name of Village 

Survey No./ Block 
No. 

Area 

Hectare Are 

Square Metre 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Akolner 

358 

00 

03 

59 


359 

00 

34 

99 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Akolner 

360 

00 

05 

14 


340 

00 

44 

77 


339 

00 

34 

30 


338 

00 

14 

60 


300 

00 

51 

48 


302 

00 

13 

83 


303 

00 

13 

52 


334 

00 

09 

53 


333 

00 

04 

51 


332 

00 

07 

94 


330 

00 

03 

57 


328 

00 

11 

85 


327 

00 

15 

47 


326 

00 

07 

29 


325 

00 

09 

21 


324 

00 

16 

27 


323 

00 

09 

09 


322 

00 

09 

35 


320 

00 

21 

09 


318 

00 

23 

76 


317 

00 

14 

58 


316 

00 

30 

62 


311 

00 

20 

35 

Khandala 

237 

00 

60 

40 


244 

00 

11 

70 


246 

00 

36 

56 


250 

00 

34 

53 


251 

00 

07 

48 


253 

00 

13 

07 


262 

00 

17 

41 


263 

00 

12 

61 


264 

00 

26 

77 


219 

00 

04 

62 


218 

00 

21 

74 


217 

00 

03 

80 


216 

00 

07 

48 


214 

00 

05 

65 


213 

00 

07 

79 


198 

00 

12 

00 


196 


04 

02 


199 


03 

89 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Khandala 

191 

00 

02 

82 


190 

00 

10 

65 


112 

00 

05 

26 


113 

00 

02 

12 


114 

00 

01 

91 


115 

00 

03 

32 


116 

00 

03 

90 


110 

00 

22 

07 


109 

00 

06 

11 


109p 

00 

04 

60 


108 

00 

04 

99 


106 

00 

02 

07 


105p 

00 

06 

10 


123 

00 

11 

00 


128 

00 

61 

52 


134 

00 

14 

30 


133 

00 

31 

47 


139 

00 

09 

16 


140 

00 

20 

68 


141 

00 

19 

94 


142 

00 

12 

61 


143 

00 

10 

24 


130 

00 

25 

21 


146 

00 

41 

02 

Baburdi Ghumat 

266 

00 

00 

90 


267 

00 

10 

27 


261 

00 

17 

31 


262 

00 

16 

89 


263 

00 

15 

30 


264 

00 

38 

20 


260 

00 

50 

57 


251 

00 

10 

19 


252 

00 

09 

22 


253 

00 

07 

50 


254 

00 

08 

64 


255 

00 

06 

27 


247 

00 

40 

97 


220 

00 

05 

99 

Walk! 

1265/1 

00 

52 

82 


1265/2 

00 

24 

55 


1266 

00 

10 

29 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Walk! 

229 

00 

01 

52 


239 

00 

02 

19 


231 

00 

02 

79 


232 

00 

02 

22 


233 

00 

02 

63 


222 

00 

04 

79 


221 

00 

03 

36 


220 

00 

04 

18 


216 

00 

08 

96 


211 

00 

02 

41 


210 

00 

32 

88 


209 

00 

03 

97 


200 

00 

10 

24 


199 

00 

05 

31 


198 

00 

13 

24 


193 

00 

38 

10 


330 

00 

57 

45 


331 

00 

35 

10 


353 

00 

44 

77 


352 

00 

38 

36 


458 

00 

37 

23 


457 

00 

36 

31 


456 

00 

25 

77 


485 

00 

15 

93 


486 

00 

17 

46 


492 

00 

06 

77 


493 

00 

20 

37 


504 

00 

26 

93 


503 

00 

32 

91 


502 

00 

05 

00 


495 

00 

07 

51 


501 

00 

15 

35 


496 

00 

17 

77 


497 

00 

09 

05 


480 

00 

13 

52 


479 

00 

40 

59 


478 

00 

39 

80 


476 

00 

78 

85 

Sakat Khurd 

95 

00 

23 

19 

Tandali Wadgaon 

109 

00 

76 

15 


110 

00 

32 

97 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Watephal 

08 

00 

07 

06 


09 

00 

08 

68 


10 

00 

04 

28 


11 

00 

03 

60 


12 

00 

03 

38 


14 

00 

03 

93 


15 

00 

02 

39 


16 

00 

03 

86 


17 

00 

07 

12 


18 

00 

05 

68 


19 

00 

04 

54 


20 

00 

07 

99 


21 

00 

04 

23 


24 

00 

02 

17 


25 

00 

05 

26 


26 

00 

02 

74 


27 

00 

02 

60 


28 

00 

04 

20 


30 

00 

12 

26 


31 

00 

09 

13 


32 

00 

02 

92 


35 

00 

07 

71 


36 

00 

03 

75 


38 

00 

07 

72 


39 

00 

11 

87 


40 

00 

39 

25 


[F. No. R-11025(1 l)6/2018-OR-I/E-23678] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 


28 2018 

W. SIT. 14.—%^^ -Hi+K ^ 3fk % sift^ TT 3r^T) 

sifllR'm, 1962 (1962 W 50) (f%% TSTRT ^ srfllRim ^ W |) # srm 3 ^ STITT (1) % 

STSfh' # Tff, WcT -Hi+K % ^fr^IRUT 3ffT TT^jf^ % WTT^ # 3Tfs|^^HI TT.3TT. 372 rTT^ 
16.12.2017 f^THTT W^T^ WT % <NM^ HW 9, WT II, 3, ^ (II) cTTOTa- 25.02.2018 ^ 
30.03.2018 if W |l W 3rR|^-4HI tT HTHT t RRR'a 3itST TI%^T TT^ % f%TH % 

3H4.hP^, T^. TT^TR", sflT 

MMI4.<l^')d| # ^ t, 3Tt€t?H TT^ t RKl'Cll % cl^'dMI TT^ # t^TRT? ^ % oRd^d % 

Pitt 4Pdd 3TRTT TiPR^R PlPlRl' R ^ i>.dlRdd fRrr ^jfT t| “TTTph'-t^TRT? WfTITR tRrRR” % 
^ST R TT^WTR PwR % TpjpR R Pht ^Rdld % SfP^ TT ST^ % PlTT Sirp- 3TT9R # P[WT # 

#7 <N'Jd srP^-ddl # TtPRt ^RcTT ^ TTTI^ST TITT ft" ^ #IsflT 3TpiPdR # STTTT 6 # TTSTTTT (1) 

R 3r5?rRT R mw TrrPr^rft R ttrir ^ aprRt PPP % ^ |i 







’TOT ^ : - 


^ 5, 2019/^ 15, 1940 


49 


3ftT V5D>M -H<+K ^ ^ ftff€ T?: % ^STRT ^ ^TRISTR" fT ^ T?: f% ^ ^ 

3r^flRrI, ^ ^^ RPih-m 1%^I: 


STcT: 3R, -H<=bK ^ # STRT 6 ft ^STRT (1) ^ ^ 5Pftrr fir T^ ^ 

frwr ^5^ t ff w 3Tf^^[^ % f RRRa ^ f % ^wtrr ^ 3rft^ 

srffcrff^^: 


3ftT VsJl'M -H<+K ^ srfliRim fr siRr 6 fr^siRr (4) ^rt ^rf^Rff ^ wtfr fir, ^fft| 
ff ^ f 4ir srf^^iR ITT ffwr f ft r6i 3' ^ f^=^t4 4<4 >k f ftf f wwnr ^fr 


31^ 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 


HHIN<4 

347 

00 

13 

7 


358 

00 

13 

43 


357 

00 

03 

33 


354 

00 

11 

53 


352 

00 

06 

21 


351 

00 

25 

87 



477 

00 

13 

76 


469 

00 

00 

04 


468 

00 

61 

83 


460 

00 

15 

30 


462 

00 

14 

44 


463 

00 

13 

98 


464 

00 

24 

54 


456 

00 

01 

64 


457 

00 

29 

86 


424 

00 

26 

30 


293 

00 

12 

47 


294 

00 

01 

46 


296 

00 

14 

87 


288 

00 

18 

47 


303 

00 

62 

70 


305 

00 

04 

11 


306 

00 

00 

13 


308 

00 

38 

37 


309 

00 

00 

01 


310 

00 

23 

50 


103 

00 

13 

93 


104 

00 

41 

12 


105 

00 

08 

75 


106 

00 

00 

78 


102 

00 

01 

99 


96 

00 

07 

27 


100 

00 

25 

06 


62 

00 

01 

04 


66 

00 

24 

27 


75 

00 

16 

68 


74 

00 

13 

70 


76 

00 

08 

38 


77 

00 

20 

40 


78 

00 

47 

80 


377 

00 

21 

73 

< I -H R 


265 

00 

25 

84 

TnrRI^pr 

<NMI 

28 

00 

31 

34 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

< I -H R 


27 

00 

68 

21 



26 

00 

05 

28 



24 

00 

06 

48 



31 

00 

04 

43 



25 

00 

18 

14 



23 

00 

04 

34 



21 

00 

06 

87 



19 

00 

24 

39 



14 

00 

23 

42 



17 

00 

02 

74 



16 

00 

01 

13 

dvirn'RiRi 


200 

00 

16 

03 



144/IE 

00 

31 

35 



144/1E-6A 

00 

31 

35 



144/1E-6B 

00 

31 

35 



50-4 

00 

0 

27 



322 

00 

07 

42 



338 

00 

26 

24 



100 

00 

21 

25 



103 

00 

21 

59 



105 

00 

08 

66 



107 

00 

37 

34 

4l4l-+<l^^dl 

SlddHI+tdl 

143 

00 

13 

64 



143/A-1 

00 

13 

64 



143/A-2 

00 

13 

64 



34 

00 

02 

75 



33 

00 

27 

90 



32 

00 

37 

58 



3 

00 

01 

37 



4 

00 

16 

7 



5 

00 

04 

97 



6 

00 

15 

19 



7 

00 

27 

51 


[W. t. 3iR-11025(11)252/2017-#3TR-I/f-21033] 


New Delhi, the 28* December, 2018 

S.O. 14.— Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas, published in the Gazette of India No.9 Part-II, Section 3, Sub-section (ii) dated 25.02.2018 to 03.03.2018 vide 
S.O. Number 372 dated 16.12.2017 issued under Sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals pipelines 
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) the Central 
Government declared its intention to acquire the right of user in the land situated in Mandals: Sabbavaram, Ankapalli, 
Munagapaka, Achutapuram, Rambilli, Yelamanchilli, S.Rayavaram, Nakkapalli and Payakaraopeta of Visakhapatnam 
District in Andhra Pradesh State, specified in the schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline 
for the transportation of petroleum products from Paradip in the State of Odisha to Hyderabad in the State of Telangana 
by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited for implementing the "Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline Project". 






52 


THE GAZETTE OE INDIA : JANUARY 5, 2019/PAUSA 15, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


And whereas the copies of the Gazette were made available to the public. And whereas the Competent Authority has 
under Sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, has submitted his report of Central Government. 

And whereas, the Central Government after considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said land is 
required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of the user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification is 
hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby directs that the right of user of the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vests on the date of publication of the declaration, in India Oil Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 


SCHEDULE 



SABBAVARAM NAARAPADU 226 00 90 45 


ANAKAPALLI TUMMAPALA 


MUNAGAPAKA NAGAVARAM 


ACHUTAPURAM MADUTURU 


704 

00 

33 

32 

13 

00 

18 

11 

705 

00 

16 

87 

15 

00 

28 

18 

17 

00 

13 

19 

47 

00 

37 

50 

143 

00 

39 

64 

203 

00 

61 

19 

202 

00 

39 

11 

199 

00 

38 

99 

198 

00 

26 

04 

196 

00 

04 

61 

197 

00 

31 

03 

191 

00 

16 

94 

190 

00 

25 

37 

187 

00 

18 

95 

185 

00 

22 

36 

183 

00 

03 

82 

184 

00 

05 

51 

311 

00 

01 

71 

302 

00 

31 

63 

310 

00 

03 

68 

303 

00 

24 

85 

304 

00 

26 

89 

305 

00 

14 

29 

342 

00 

23 

73 

341 

00 

24 

06 

340 

00 

26 

13 

339 

00 

35 

44 

347 

00 

13 

7 

358 

00 

13 

43 

357 

00 

03 

33 

354 

00 

11 

53 

352 

00 

06 

21 

351 

00 

25 

87 

477 

00 

13 

76 

469 

00 

00 

04 

468 

00 

61 

83 

460 

00 

15 

30 
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ACHUTAPURAM 


RAMBILLI 

RAMBILLI 

RAMBILLI 


YELAMANCHILLI 

YELAMANCHILLI 

S.RAYAVARAM 

NAKKAPALLI 

NAKKAPALLI 


MADUTURU 


DIMILI 


RAJ ALA 

VIJAYARAMPURAM 

AGRAHARAM 


KRISHNAPURAM 

PADMANABHARAJUPETA 

PETASUDIPURAM 

GULLIPADU 

GULLIPADU 


462 

00 

14 

44 

463 

00 

13 

98 

464 

00 

24 

54 

456 

00 

01 

64 

457 

00 

29 

86 

424 

00 

26 

30 

293 

00 

12 

47 

294 

00 

01 

46 

296 

00 

14 

87 

288 

00 

18 

47 

303 

00 

62 

70 

305 

00 

04 

11 

306 

00 

00 

13 

308 

00 

38 

37 

309 

00 

00 

01 

310 

00 

23 

50 

103 

00 

13 

93 

104 

00 

41 

12 

105 

00 

08 

75 

106 

00 

00 

78 

102 

00 

01 

99 

96 

00 

07 

27 

100 

00 

25 

06 

62 

00 

01 

04 

66 

00 

24 

27 

75 

00 

16 

68 

74 

00 

13 

70 

76 

00 

08 

38 

77 

00 

20 

40 

78 

00 

47 

80 

377 

00 

21 

73 

265 

00 

25 

84 

28 

00 

31 

34 

27 

00 

68 

21 

26 

00 

05 

28 

24 

00 

06 

48 

31 

00 

04 

43 

25 

00 

18 

14 

23 

00 

04 

34 

21 

00 

06 

87 

19 

00 

24 

39 

14 

00 

23 

42 

17 

00 

02 

74 

16 

00 

01 

13 

200 

00 

16 

03 

144/lE 

00 

31 

35 

144/1E-6A 

00 

31 

35 

144/1E-6B 

00 

31 

35 

50-4 

00 

0 

27 

322 

00 

07 

42 

338 

00 

26 

24 

100 

00 

21 

25 

103 

00 

21 

59 

105 

00 

08 

66 

107 

00 

37 

34 

143 

00 

13 

64 


PAYAKARAOPETA 


ARATLAKOTA 
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PAYAKARAOPETA 

ARATLAKOTA 

143/A-l 

00 

13 

64 



143/A-2 

00 

13 

64 

PAYAKARAOPETA 

PALTERU 

34 

00 

02 

75 



33 

00 

27 

90 



32 

00 

37 

58 



3 

00 

01 

37 



4 

00 

16 

7 



5 

00 

04 

97 



6 

00 

15 

19 



7 

00 

27 

51 


[F. No. R-11025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 


NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 


28 2018 

W. 3ir. 15.—%^^ ^ t ^ 31R?^ ^Tcftrl fT^ | TT^ ^ 

^ =bM']< dl^H^ ^driKl % 3#^ wfR^FT^ f^mt 

3ftT -Hd+K ^ ^ wrar^ % WRIT % 1^ ^ 3TR^^ ^TcfrcT frclT 11% ^ ^ t 
^ ^ dHN4 31^^41 ^ I, 3fk ^ TT^wr^ f^mi ^ ^ mfcim I, ^wUr % 3rf^^ ^ 

31^ I 

SRT: 3R, -H<+K, ^fTRUTR" 3^7! TITWT^ (^ ^ ^WUT % 3rf&w: W 3 F^fi-) srfM^iFiT, 

1962 (1962 W 50)# mTT 3 #^STITT (1) ^5R^ ?Tf#ff W WUr fir^ ^ ^ ^li^TIjI % 3Ti%^ 

^ 3T#T ^ % 3r# 3ir?Fr # #wr 11 

#t R%, # ^ 3Tgg# ^ ^ if f^ci-^41. ^ Pi-H+l w 3rflrgw if wtt 

% TRW # ##ff ^STRR ww # wTroST WT ft wft % f #cR, ^ % #% Wfmw 

^ % f%TT % Slf^RR % wsr t tf^W 3lfw ^wR^R TITWWR 

^wr, f#rR wrfw, wff ^ wrt^, towtt- #f#rT wrtr iR41^Hi,f-l60, srw^ft#^ w, 
WRT RR, 3{rrRT (^.#.) - 282004 # Rif^d W # 3ir^ #1 ^l%7m 

3T1^ 

- <^dNlc!; ^^reIT - cbW^^ Tl^ - 3dT y^?T 



^TT^^THT 

w^nr^. 






1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


460 

00 

14 

26 

465 

00 

05 

21 

457 

00 

06 

52 

456 

00 

01 

01 


1 . 


»TK^^ 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

459 

00 

00 

17 

436 

00 

13 

90 

435 

00 

18 

81 

434 

00 

04 

58 

433 

00 

00 

10 

420 

00 

14 

16 

304 

00 

00 

25 

311 

00 

05 

80 

419 

00 

15 

59 

312 

00 

08 

02 

418 

00 

06 

47 

315 

00 

01 

84 

317 

00 

27 

00 

316 

00 

00 

10 

318 

00 

13 

47 

325 

00 

02 

66 

324 

00 

10 

32 

323 

00 

05 

69 

340 

00 

18 

59 

337 

00 

06 

54 

339 

00 

16 

33 

346 

00 

00 

36 

347 

00 

10 

20 

348 

00 

18 

16 

392 

00 

15 

13 

393 

00 

16 

10 

394 

00 

00 

10 

877 

00 

00 

39 

878 

00 

00 

87 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


879 

00 

14 

59 


880 

00 

08 

37 


881 

00 

08 

36 


882 

00 

03 

40 


892 

00 

12 

66 


897 

00 

15 

02 


921 

00 

02 

41 


1386 

00 

01 

07 


1387 

00 

16 

20 


1389 

00 

15 

78 


1392 

00 

08 

17 


1450 

00 

14 

44 


1469 

00 

10 

52 


1477 

00 

07 

26 


1478 

00 

11 

50 


1482 

00 

06 

93 


1483 

00 

16 

50 


1485 

00 

00 

65 


1519 

00 

07 

89 


1520 

00 

15 

45 


1522 

00 

21 

50 


1523 

00 

08 

24 

2. 

'IK <91^ 

234 

00 

06 

80 


235 

00 

06 

91 


236 

00 

08 

46 


231 

00 

12 

90 


237 

00 

19 

36 


240 

00 

19 

13 


250 

00 

21 

49 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

'TK^ra' 

247 

00 

33 

21 


246 

00 

00 

10 


257 

00 

30 

07 


258 

00 

00 

10 


259 

00 

00 

37 


260 

00 

10 

08 


199 

00 

21 

03 


266 

00 

00 

36 


267 

00 

00 

10 


268 

00 

14 

99 


269 

00 

07 

56 


271 

00 

07 

28 


272 

00 

00 

10 


273 

00 

17 

17 


189 

00 

03 

09 


188 

00 

26 

92 

3. 


440 

00 

22 

52 


434 

00 

09 

20 


432 

00 

04 

58 


431 

00 

02 

49 


430 

00 

12 

67 


429 

00 

04 

55 


428 

00 

08 

53 


419 

00 

08 

36 


418 

00 

12 

55 


417 

00 

12 

99 


415 

00 

25 

08 


414 

00 

03 

69 


413 

00 

03 

44 






58 


THE GAZETTE OE INDIA : JANUARY 5, 20I9/PAUSA 15, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


412 

00 

10 

67 


276 

00 

00 

37 


411 

00 

07 

11 


410 

00 

18 

11 


409 

00 

00 

10 


281 

00 

10 

11 


366 

00 

05 

15 


397 

00 

10 

00 


396 

00 

10 

40 


395 

00 

06 

22 


386 

00 

07 

01 


384 

00 

15 

02 


381 

00 

14 

51 


376 

00 

16 

21 


335 

00 

10 

09 


332 

00 

05 

49 


331 

00 

09 

64 


330 

00 

09 

70 


327 

00 

04 

83 


326 

00 

01 

02 


325 

00 

09 

67 


324 

00 

01 

44 

4. 


48 

00 

02 

34 


59 

00 

00 

64 


49 

00 

00 

36 


58 

00 

28 

72 


71 

00 

01 

31 


238 

00 

17 

40 


239 

00 

21 

52 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


240 

00 

14 

65 


242 

00 

09 

35 


246 

00 

06 

03 


247 

00 

01 

83 


248 

00 

00 

34 


251 

00 

04 

74 


255 

00 

00 

44 


254 

00 

11 

65 


253 

00 

01 

79 

5. 


1056 

00 

05 

57 


1061 

00 

07 

04 


1060 

00 

02 

85 


1059 

00 

09 

71 


1065 

00 

06 

37 


1066 

00 

03 

20 


746 

00 

01 

91 

6. 

+R)+I 

98 

00 

03 

35 


93 

00 

10 

90 


92 

00 

01 

54 


94 

00 

07 

10 


91 

00 

04 

67 


95 

00 

10 

40 


97 

00 

07 

28 


127 

00 

15 

18 


99 

00 

01 

63 


107 

00 

15 

57 


108 

00 

16 

33 

7. 


72 

00 

24 

09 


73 

00 

00 

99 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


74 

00 

11 

14 


76 

00 

10 

51 


75 

00 

00 

26 


78 

00 

00 

73 


79 

00 

17 

92 


34 

00 

00 

45 


33 

00 

10 

98 


230 

00 

07 

31 


227 

00 

20 

05 


150 

00 

15 

23 


141 

00 

34 

91 


143 

00 

00 

10 


139 

00 

12 

97 


138 

00 

00 

10 


137 

00 

05 

39 


135 

00 

02 

68 


136 

00 

03 

42 


373 

00 

08 

68 


372 

00 

07 

46 


375 

00 

00 

10 


376 

00 

00 

52 


377 

00 

00 

24 


380 

00 

01 

43 


371 

00 

06 

41 


381 

00 

31 

50 


392 

00 

17 

59 


652 

00 

00 

95 


703 

00 

01 

73 


702 

00 

02 

32 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

H<!mU 

701 

00 

08 

35 


700 

00 

16 

46 


695 

00 

06 

98 


694 

00 

00 

20 


693 

00 

23 

33 


00 

00 

00 

17 

77 


879 

00 

00 

25 


880 

00 

00 

10 


871 

00 

11 

15 


872 

00 

00 

10 


870 

00 

02 

48 


867 

00 

17 

76 


858 

00 

10 

12 


1265 

00 

06 

33 


1264 

00 

01 

02 


1277 

00 

09 

53 


1276 

00 

21 

92 

8. 


88 

00 

17 

47 


89 

00 

06 

16 


90 

00 

05 

12 


93 

00 

22 

66 


91 

00 

04 

54 


92 

00 

01 

35 


94 

00 

17 

14 


95 

00 

04 

59 


100 

00 

00 

34 


101 

00 

02 

23 


102 

00 

08 

51 


152 

00 

38 

43 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


157 

00 

51 

12 


85/175 

00 

21 

27 

g. 


155 

00 

12 

46 


156 

00 

17 

86 


157 

00 

04 

02 


158 

00 

04 

06 


186 

00 

01 

45 


142 

00 

12 

09 


188 

00 

16 

14 


193 

00 

06 

95 


194 

00 

24 

45 


192 

00 

02 

97 


195 

00 

01 

93 


197 

00 

00 

56 


198 

00 

00 

48 


644 

00 

13 

50 


643 

00 

14 

34 


652 

00 

19 

02 


653 

00 

00 

72 


642 

00 

10 

38 


595 

00 

08 

83 


554 

00 

11 

10 


551 

00 

01 

60 


550 

00 

06 

83 


546 

00 

13 

41 


521 

00 

01 

18 


565 

00 

02 

52 


567 

00 

08 

36 


519 

00 

04 

05 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

518 

00 

08 

18 

517 

00 

08 

03 

515 

00 

06 

03 

514 

00 

16 

02 

466 

00 

01 

69 

513 

00 

27 

47 

474 

00 

00 

69 

470 

00 

00 

10 

501 

00 

09 

11 

500 

00 

08 

68 

499 

00 

21 

57 

498 

00 

13 

51 

497 

00 

00 

72 

496 

00 

11 

57 

476 

00 

00 

54 

495 

00 

04 

94 

494 

00 

08 

83 

491 

00 

03 

78 

489 

00 

03 

71 

169 

00 

20 

91 

170 

00 

14 

63 

178 

00 

16 

75 

180 

00 

16 

10 

185 

00 

06 

88 

183 

00 

00 

10 

186 

00 

14 

57 

184 

00 

00 

10 

187 

00 

08 

99 

202 

00 

00 

26 




10 . 






11 . 
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97 


00 


24 


62 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


98 

00 

14 

13 


125 

00 

16 

34 


124 

00 

04 

43 


128 

00 

22 

69 


136 

00 

00 

15 


137 

00 

23 

75 


152 

00 

20 

03 


153 

00 

12 

22 


159 

00 

22 

51 


166 

00 

06 

43 


169 

00 

05 

36 


176 

00 

19 

38 


177 

00 

07 

31 


175 

00 

13 

26 


178 

00 

12 

04 


181 

00 

12 

63 


183 

00 

00 

10 

12. 


594 

00 

12 

05 


595 

00 

12 

00 


596 

00 

01 

46 


[W. t. 31R-11025(11 )20/2018-#3TR-I/f-27595] 




New Delhi, the 28* December, 2018 

S.O. 15. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products from Tundla Terminal to Kanpur Terminal should be laid by Indian Oil Corporation 
Limited. And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in the land described in the schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land ) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty-one days from the date on which the 
copies of this notification, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the General Public, object in writing 
to the acquisition of the right of user therein or laying of the pipeline under the land to Competent Authority, Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited ( Pipelines Division), Construction Office, Northern Region Pipelines, Tundla-Gawria Pipeline 
Project, E-160,lst & 2nd floor, Kamlanagar, Agra(U.P.) - 282 004. 
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SCHEDULE 


Tehsil:- Rasulabad District:- Kanpur Dehat StateUttar Pradesh 


SI. 

No. 

Name of the Village 

Khasara No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1. 

Nar Khurd 

460 

00 

14 

26 


465 

00 

05 

21 


457 

00 

06 

52 


456 

00 

01 

01 


459 

00 

00 

17 


436 

00 

13 

90 


435 

00 

18 

81 


434 

00 

04 

58 


433 

00 

00 

10 


420 

00 

14 

16 


304 

00 

00 

25 


311 

00 

05 

80 


419 

00 

15 

59 


312 

00 

08 

02 


418 

00 

06 

47 


315 

00 

01 

84 


317 

00 

27 

00 


316 

00 

00 

10 


318 

00 

13 

47 


325 

00 

02 

66 


324 

00 

10 

32 


323 

00 

05 

69 


340 

00 

18 

59 


337 

00 

06 

54 


339 

00 

16 

33 


346 

00 

00 

36 


347 

00 

10 

20 


348 

00 

18 

16 


392 

00 

15 

13 


393 

00 

16 

10 


394 

00 

00 

10 
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Nar Khurd 


2. Nar Khas 


877 

00 

00 

39 

878 

00 

00 

87 

879 

00 

14 

59 

880 

00 

08 

37 

881 

00 

08 

36 

882 

00 

03 

40 

892 

00 

12 

66 

897 

00 

15 

02 

921 

00 

02 

41 

1386 

00 

01 

07 

1387 

00 

16 

20 

1389 

00 

15 

78 

1392 

00 

08 

17 

1450 

00 

14 

44 

1469 

00 

10 

52 

1477 

00 

07 

26 

1478 

00 

11 

50 

1482 

00 

06 

93 

1483 

00 

16 

50 

1485 

00 

00 

65 

1519 

00 

07 

89 

1520 

00 

15 

45 

1522 

00 

21 

50 

1523 

00 

08 

24 

234 

00 

06 

80 

235 

00 

06 

91 

236 

00 

08 

46 

231 

00 

12 

90 

237 

00 

19 

36 

240 

00 

19 

13 

250 

00 

21 

49 

247 

00 

33 

21 

246 

00 

00 

10 

257 

00 

30 

07 

258 

00 

00 

10 
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Nar Khas 


3. Bhavanpur 


259 

00 

00 

37 

260 

00 

10 

08 

199 

00 

21 

03 

266 

00 

00 

36 

267 

00 

00 

10 

268 

00 

14 

99 

269 

00 

07 

56 

271 

00 

07 

28 

272 

00 

00 

10 

273 

00 

17 

17 

189 

00 

03 

09 

188 

00 

26 

92 

440 

00 

22 

52 

434 

00 

09 

20 

432 

00 

04 

58 

431 

00 

02 

49 

430 

00 

12 

67 

429 

00 

04 

55 

428 

00 

08 

53 

419 

00 

08 

36 

418 

00 

12 

55 

417 

00 

12 

99 

415 

00 

25 

08 

414 

00 

03 

69 

413 

00 

03 

44 

412 

00 

10 

67 

276 

00 

00 

37 

411 

00 

07 

11 

410 

00 

18 

11 

409 

00 

00 

10 

281 

00 

10 

11 

366 

00 

05 

15 

397 

00 

10 

00 

396 

00 

10 

40 

395 

00 

06 

22 
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Bhavanpur 


4. Manki 


386 

00 

07 

01 

384 

00 

15 

02 

381 

00 

14 

51 

376 

00 

16 

21 

335 

00 

10 

09 

332 

00 

05 

49 

331 

00 

09 

64 

330 

00 

09 

70 

327 

00 

04 

83 

326 

00 

01 

02 

325 

00 

09 

67 

324 

00 

01 

44 

48 

00 

02 

34 

59 

00 

00 

64 

49 

00 

00 

36 

58 

00 

28 

72 

71 

00 

01 

31 

238 

00 

17 

40 

239 

00 

21 

52 

240 

00 

14 

65 

242 

00 

09 

35 

246 

00 

06 

03 

247 

00 

01 

83 

248 

00 

00 

34 

251 

00 

04 

74 

255 

00 

00 

44 

254 

00 

11 

65 

253 

00 

01 

79 

1056 

00 

05 

57 

1061 

00 

07 

04 

1060 

00 

02 

85 

1059 

00 

09 

71 

1065 

00 

06 

37 

1066 

00 

03 

20 

746 

00 

01 

91 


5. 


Salempur Mahera 
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Kathika 


7. Malgaon 


98 

00 

03 

35 

93 

00 

10 

90 

92 

00 

01 

54 

94 

00 

07 

10 

91 

00 

04 

67 

95 

00 

10 

40 

97 

00 

07 

28 

127 

00 

15 

18 

99 

00 

01 

63 

107 

00 

15 

57 

108 

00 

16 

33 

72 

00 

24 

09 

73 

00 

00 

99 

74 

00 

11 

14 

76 

00 

10 

51 

75 

00 

00 

26 

78 

00 

00 

73 

79 

00 

17 

92 

34 

00 

00 

45 

33 

00 

10 

98 

230 

00 

07 

31 

227 

00 

20 

05 

150 

00 

15 

23 

141 

00 

34 

91 

143 

00 

00 

10 

139 

00 

12 

97 

138 

00 

00 

10 

137 

00 

05 

39 

135 

00 

02 

68 

136 

00 

03 

42 

373 

00 

08 

68 

372 

00 

07 

46 

375 

00 

00 

10 

376 

00 

00 

52 

377 

00 

00 

24 
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Malgaon 


8. Keshipur 


380 

00 

01 

43 

371 

00 

06 

41 

381 

00 

31 

50 

392 

00 

17 

59 

652 

00 

00 

95 

703 

00 

01 

73 

702 

00 

02 

32 

701 

00 

08 

35 

700 

00 

16 

46 

695 

00 

06 

98 

694 

00 

00 

20 

693 

00 

23 

33 

881 

00 

17 

77 

879 

00 

00 

25 

880 

00 

00 

10 

871 

00 

11 

15 

872 

00 

00 

10 

870 

00 

02 

48 

867 

00 

17 

76 

858 

00 

10 

12 

1265 

00 

06 

33 

1264 

00 

01 

02 

1277 

00 

09 

53 

1276 

00 

21 

92 

88 

00 

17 

47 

89 

00 

06 

16 

90 

00 

05 

12 

93 

00 

22 

66 

91 

00 

04 

54 

92 

00 

01 

35 

94 

00 

17 

14 

95 

00 

04 

59 

100 

00 

00 

34 

101 

00 

02 

23 

102 

00 

08 

51 
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Keshipur 


9. Gaupur 


152 

00 

38 

43 

157 

00 

51 

12 

85/175 

00 

21 

27 

155 

00 

12 

46 

156 

00 

17 

86 

157 

00 

04 

02 

158 

00 

04 

06 

186 

00 

01 

45 

142 

00 

12 

09 

188 

00 

16 

14 

193 

00 

06 

95 

194 

00 

24 

45 

192 

00 

02 

97 

195 

00 

01 

93 

197 

00 

00 

56 

198 

00 

00 

48 

644 

00 

13 

50 

643 

00 

14 

34 

652 

00 

19 

02 

653 

00 

00 

72 

642 

00 

10 

38 

595 

00 

08 

83 

554 

00 

11 

10 

551 

00 

01 

60 

550 

00 

06 

83 

546 

00 

13 

41 

521 

00 

01 

18 

565 

00 

02 

52 

567 

00 

08 

36 

519 

00 

04 

05 

518 

00 

08 

18 

517 

00 

08 

03 

515 

00 

06 

03 

514 

00 

16 

02 

466 

00 

01 

69 
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Gaupur 


10. Devra 


11. Mulhi 


513 

00 

27 

47 

474 

00 

00 

69 

470 

00 

00 

10 

501 

00 

09 

11 

500 

00 

08 

68 

499 

00 

21 

57 

498 

00 

13 

51 

497 

00 

00 

72 

496 

00 

11 

57 

476 

00 

00 

54 

495 

00 

04 

94 

494 

00 

08 

83 

491 

00 

03 

78 

489 

00 

03 

71 

169 

00 

20 

91 

170 

00 

14 

63 

178 

00 

16 

75 

180 

00 

16 

10 

185 

00 

06 

88 

183 

00 

00 

10 

186 

00 

14 

57 

184 

00 

00 

10 

187 

00 

08 

99 

202 

00 

00 

26 

203 

00 

01 

06 

204 

00 

06 

24 

207 

00 

00 

10 

205 

00 

20 

05 

206 

00 

10 

75 

217 

00 

10 

50 

218 

00 

05 

38 

31 

00 

01 

07 

32 

00 

03 

98 

33 

00 

05 

21 

34 

00 

05 

96 
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Mulhi 


35 

00 

24 

88 

58 

00 

05 

55 

59 

00 

06 

39 

60 

00 

05 

97 

61 

00 

06 

94 

62 

00 

06 

56 

63 

00 

03 

92 

64 

00 

19 

93 

68 

00 

02 

08 

65 

00 

16 

00 

76 

00 

09 

04 

75 

00 

07 

18 

77 

00 

05 

93 

81 

00 

02 

83 

82 

00 

06 

39 

83 

00 

11 

24 

84 

00 

11 

51 

97 

00 

24 

62 

98 

00 

14 

13 

125 

00 

16 

34 

124 

00 

04 

43 

128 

00 

22 

69 

136 

00 

00 

15 

137 

00 

23 

75 

152 

00 

20 

03 

153 

00 

12 

22 

159 

00 

22 

51 

166 

00 

06 

43 

169 

00 

05 

36 

176 

00 

19 

38 
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Mulhi 


12. Sundarpur Gajen 


177 

00 

07 

31 

175 

00 

13 

26 

178 

00 

12 

04 

181 

00 

12 

63 

183 

00 

00 

10 

594 

00 

12 

05 

595 

00 

12 

00 

596 

00 

01 

46 


[F. No. R-11025(11)20/2018-OR-I/E-27595] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 


28 2018 

^ruft^iRo,i 

-Hi+K ^^ ^ 3 tr?'^^ ufRrfrcrr11%^ ^# 

^ ^ -aMN^ t t, sfk ^ wrar^ ^ ^ t. % srf^r^ ^ 

31^ I 

3171: 3R, -H<-+K, ^fTRUTR" 3^7!7a1%:Jl (gRl t % 3rf^^lR W 3F^^) 3lf^i%?FR', 

1962 (1962 W 50)# mTJ 3 #^snTl (1) ^5 Rt 1 wriT^i#fTT^ gi^Tf % 3if^^5R 

^ 31#T ^1# % 3r# 3ir§Fl # #wi ^57# I I 

#t ^51%, # ^ 3igg# # #^Ri g^ # Rdd^ |, ^ TTlftw f%7i# w 3if^ggn gTF tikti 
% # 5rf#lt TlTSrRTT :jn=RTT # ^WSST ^ # ^511# |, ifRl % #7R, gf^ % #% WTTIT^ flwg 

^ % f#T :j7fTr 'aMdid % 311%^ % Titsr # tisfr" 5iT%^nft, tf#FT 3n#r wiR^r Rrf#^ wrt^ 
5rwr, ReW^ iprfTPT, ^ mki^K'-'H, au^^i - dlR-m MR41^Hi,f-l60, 5 isr^RT fRi tr, 

RR, 3irrRT (g.R.) - 282004 # Rif^d # 311^ #1 TiRnri 

TT^TfRr-tTT^ RrW-+M^<^fRr TR?r-l3^SJ%^ 



541 00 23 73 

546 00 03 75 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


537 

00 

11 

80 


536 

00 

09 

80 


517 

00 

16 

52 


513 

00 

01 

94 


512 

00 

04 

59 


510 

00 

06 

48 


511 

00 

01 

27 


498 

00 

00 

12 


500 

00 

12 

58 


501 

00 

00 

85 


499 

00 

04 

19 


504 

00 

09 

79 


505 

00 

13 

94 


683 

00 

00 

11 


682 

00 

00 

10 


681 

00 

00 

10 


678 

00 

11 

22 


676 

00 

05 

72 


679 

00 

30 

37 


680 

00 

01 

79 


674 

00 

10 

55 


671 

00 

33 

09 


670 

00 

16 

26 


670/1351 

00 

01 

58 


667 

00 

00 

60 


668 

00 

11 

92 


666 

00 

16 

36 


664 

00 

08 

84 


663 

00 

05 

25 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


1145 

00 

16 

33 


1146 

00 

08 

30 


1147 

00 

13 

00 


1168 

00 

01 

17 


1176 

00 

03 

20 


1215 

00 

03 

39 


1214 

00 

05 

51 


1177 

00 

01 

26 


1213 

00 

06 

81 


1212 

00 

14 

99 


1209 

00 

10 

19 


1208 

00 

22 

81 


1206 

00 

05 

28 


1205 

00 

07 

45 


1204 

00 

08 

38 


1203 

00 

03 

63 


1201 

00 

02 

98 


1202 

00 

02 

38 


1197 

00 

09 

91 

2 . 

si'flnKi Pi'll 

519 

00 

07 

79 


518 

00 

09 

41 


509 

00 

26 

12 


506 

00 

21 

03 


501 

00 

24 

75 


500 

00 

27 

14 


499 

00 

16 

85 


577 

00 

00 

44 


582 

00 

08 

02 


583 

00 

07 

29 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


584 

00 

07 

20 


586 

00 

34 

05 


457 

00 

00 

10 


587 

00 

00 

14 


456 

00 

03 

40 


455 

00 

21 

12 


610 

00 

06 

77 


618 

00 

00 

41 


617 

00 

05 

43 


619 

00 

21 

66 


425 

00 

02 

45 


424 

00 

08 

17 


423 

00 

03 

51 


422 

00 

06 

20 


421 

00 

08 

99 


420 

00 

00 

69 


428 

00 

01 

16 


417 

00 

00 

63 


415 

00 

00 

95 


414 

00 

03 

57 


411 

00 

15 

08 


410 

00 

27 

20 


406 

00 

00 

38 


407 

00 

11 

98 

3 . 

si'flnKI 

35 

00 

05 

20 


66 

00 

25 

13 


67 

00 

01 

65 


64 

00 

23 

08 


63 

00 

02 

62 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


492 

00 

00 

41 


496 

00 

03 

59 


495 

00 

00 

93 


493 

00 

20 

90 


494 

00 

07 

16 


588 

00 

05 

84 


544 

00 

00 

36 


545 

00 

14 

37 


546 

00 

04 

62 


547 

00 

02 

28 


548 

00 

00 

70 


549 

00 

09 

10 


551 

00 

25 

53 


566 

00 

00 

54 


569 

00 

07 

63 


570 

00 

06 

42 


577 

00 

09 

90 


576 

00 

00 

15 


580 

00 

16 

86 


910 

00 

05 

20 


909 

00 

06 

00 


908 

00 

33 

31 


906 

00 

12 

46 


902 

00 

20 

02 


897 

00 

11 

34 

4 . 


313 

00 

06 

31 


312 

00 

01 

68 


318 

00 

00 

38 


317 

00 

05 

58 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


316 

00 

00 

21 


320 

00 

05 

41 


321 

00 

07 

21 


322 

00 

00 

93 


369 

00 

09 

84 


373/380 

00 

01 

46 


373 

00 

08 

82 


374 

00 

15 

71 

5 . 


74 

00 

10 

73 


75 

00 

00 

10 


62 

00 

28 

76 


63 

00 

14 

52 


45 

00 

11 

64 


43 

00 

20 

66 


42 

00 

04 

72 


12 

00 

12 

11 


9 

00 

10 

29 


10 

00 

07 

24 

6 . 


739 

00 

09 

28 


737 

00 

15 

08 


751 

00 

11 

73 


752 

00 

17 

38 


756 

00 

13 

43 


892 

00 

11 

83 


894 

00 

44 

62 


887 

00 

07 

82 


888 

00 

00 

10 


885 

00 

00 

53 


878 

00 

02 

74 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 



877 

00 

00 

10 



881 

00 

32 

37 



880 

00 

36 

17 


[W. t. 3TR-11025(11 )20/2018-#3TR-I/f-27595] 


New Delhi, the 28* December, 2018 

S.O. 16. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products from Tundla Terminal to Kanpur Terminal should be laid by Indian Oil Corporation 
Limited. And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in the land described in the schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land ) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty-one days from the date on which the 
copies of this notification, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the General Public, object in writing 
to the acquisition of the right of user therein or laying of the pipeline under the land to Competent Authority, Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited ( Pipelines Division), Construction Office, Northern Region Pipelines, Tundla-Gawria Pipeline 
Project, E-160,lst & 2nd floor, Kamlanagar, Agra(U.P.) - 282 004. 

SCHEDULE 


Tehsil:- Derapur District:- Kanpur Dehat StateUttar Pradesh 


SI. 

No. 

Name of the Village 

Khasara No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1. 

Bacheet Purwa 

542 

00 

20 

58 



541 

00 

23 

73 



546 

00 

03 

75 



537 

00 

11 

80 



536 

00 

09 

80 



517 

00 

16 

52 



513 

00 

01 

94 



512 

00 

04 

59 



510 

00 

06 

48 



511 

00 

01 

27 



498 

00 

00 

12 



500 

00 

12 

58 



501 

00 

00 

85 



499 

00 

04 

19 



504 

00 

09 

79 



505 

00 

13 

94 



683 

00 

00 

11 



682 

00 

00 

10 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


Bacheet Purwa 

681 

00 

00 

10 



678 

00 

11 

22 



676 

00 

05 

72 



679 

00 

30 

37 



680 

00 

01 

79 



674 

00 

10 

55 



671 

00 

33 

09 



670 

00 

16 

26 



670/1351 

00 

01 

58 



667 

00 

00 

60 



668 

00 

11 

92 



666 

00 

16 

36 



664 

00 

08 

84 



663 

00 

05 

25 



1145 

00 

16 

33 



1146 

00 

08 

30 



1147 

00 

13 

00 



1168 

00 

01 

17 



1176 

00 

03 

20 



1215 

00 

03 

39 



1214 

00 

05 

51 



1177 

00 

01 

26 



1213 

00 

06 

81 



1212 

00 

14 

99 



1209 

00 

10 

19 



1208 

00 

22 

81 



1206 

00 

05 

28 



1205 

00 

07 

45 



1204 

00 

08 

38 



1203 

00 

03 

63 



1201 

00 

02 

98 



1202 

00 

02 

38 



1197 

00 

09 

91 

2. 

Banipara Jinai 

519 

00 

07 

79 



518 

00 

09 

41 



509 

00 

26 

12 



506 

00 

21 

03 



501 

00 

24 

75 



500 

00 

27 

14 



499 

00 

16 

85 



577 

00 

00 

44 



582 

00 

08 

02 



583 

00 

07 

29 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Banipara Jinai 






584 

00 

07 

20 


586 

00 

34 

05 


457 

00 

00 

10 


587 

00 

00 

14 


456 

00 

03 

40 


455 

00 

21 

12 


610 

00 

06 

77 


618 

00 

00 

41 


617 

00 

05 

43 


619 

00 

21 

66 


425 

00 

02 

45 


424 

00 

08 

17 


423 

00 

03 

51 


422 

00 

06 

20 


421 

00 

08 

99 


420 

00 

00 

69 


428 

00 

01 

16 


417 

00 

00 

63 


415 

00 

00 

95 


414 

00 

03 

57 


411 

00 

15 

08 


410 

00 

27 

20 


406 

00 

00 

38 


407 

00 

11 

98 

3. 

Banipara Maharaj 

35 

00 

05 

20 


66 

00 

25 

13 


67 

00 

01 

65 


64 

00 

23 

08 


63 

00 

02 

62 


492 

00 

00 

41 


496 

00 

03 

59 


495 

00 

00 

93 


493 

00 

20 

90 


494 

00 

07 

16 


588 

00 

05 

84 


544 

00 

00 

36 


545 

00 

14 

37 


546 

00 

04 

62 


547 

00 

02 

28 


548 

00 

00 

70 


549 

00 

09 

10 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


Banipara Maharaj 

551 

00 

25 

53 



566 

00 

00 

54 



569 

00 

07 

63 



570 

00 

06 

42 



577 

00 

09 

90 



576 

00 

00 

15 



580 

00 

16 

86 



910 

00 

05 

20 



909 

00 

06 

00 



908 

00 

33 

31 



906 

00 

12 

46 



902 

00 

20 

02 



897 

00 

11 

34 

4. 

Devki Purva 

313 

00 

06 

31 



312 

00 

01 

68 



318 

00 

00 

38 



317 

00 

05 

58 



316 

00 

00 

21 



320 

00 

05 

41 



321 

00 

07 

21 



322 

00 

00 

93 



369 

00 

09 

84 



373/380 

00 

01 

46 



373 

00 

08 

82 



374 

00 

15 

71 

5. 

Banipara Jauhar 

74 

00 

10 

73 



75 

00 

00 

10 



62 

00 

28 

76 



63 

00 

14 

52 



45 

00 

11 

64 



43 

00 

20 

66 



42 

00 

04 

72 



12 

00 

12 

11 



9 

00 

10 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

18 . 


25 

00 

08 

65 


21 

00 

38 

75 


24 

00 

04 

24 


23 

00 

01 

23 


22 

00 

07 

07 


83 

00 

00 

10 


20 

00 

16 

13 


86 

00 

29 

67 


87 

00 

19 

02 


88 

00 

06 

09 


324 

00 

08 

99 


322 

00 

21 

28 


323 

00 

03 

84 


311 

00 

15 

02 


312 

00 

00 

80 


309 

00 

22 

49 


308 

00 

08 

06 


307 

00 

10 

66 


398 

00 

19 

86 


418 

00 

06 

86 


434 

00 

03 

86 


436 

00 

07 

11 


437 

00 

00 

78 


435 

00 

06 

98 


465 

00 

04 

32 


466 

00 

00 

23 


462 

00 

00 

10 


467 

00 

00 

82 


464 

00 

04 

82 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


471 

00 

21 

97 


472 

00 

13 

72 


475 

00 

02 

14 

19 . 


85 

00 

15 

17 


86 

00 

01 

58 


90 

00 

30 

84 


89 

00 

01 

28 


88 

00 

07 

62 


98 

00 

05 

39 


99 

00 

06 

55 


101 

00 

00 

25 


102 

00 

06 

21 


108 

00 

19 

83 


110 

00 

04 

92 


109 

00 

00 

14 


287 

00 

06 

58 

20 . 


124 

00 

08 

05 


123 

00 

05 

30 


122 

00 

06 

62 


121 

00 

03 

92 


115 

00 

00 

10 


120 

00 

07 

85 


119 

00 

09 

95 


118 

00 

00 

87 


117 

00 

02 

91 


186 

00 

34 

73 


189 

00 

05 

84 


223 

00 

25 

70 


222 

00 

23 

97 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

rTTSf^^f^ 

194 

00 

00 

46 


198 

00 

11 

21 


199 

00 

05 

28 


204 

00 

03 

33 


205 

00 

02 

38 


203 

00 

05 

36 


202 

00 

04 

22 


265 

00 

00 

13 


621 

00 

14 

21 


615 

00 

06 

41 


616 

00 

01 

71 


610 

00 

04 

58 


614 

00 

00 

84 


609 

00 

01 

35 


608 

00 

00 

50 


613 

00 

05 

97 


612 

00 

02 

21 


611 

00 

02 

37 


706 

00 

07 

17 


599 

00 

06 

30 


707 

00 

93 

30 


712 

00 

05 

17 


708 

00 

01 

46 


744 

00 

00 

10 


711 

00 

01 

79 


709 

00 

00 

56 


741 

00 

00 

26 


740 

00 

18 

76 


739 

00 

19 

42 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


736 

00 

07 

30 


735 

00 

04 

82 

21 . 


114 

00 

15 

91 


120 

00 

25 

49 


119 

00 

00 

10 


117 

00 

10 

93 


118 

00 

00 

67 


166 

00 

17 

06 


222 

00 

16 

70 


221 

00 

15 

39 


220 

00 

10 

45 


187 

00 

03 

43 


186 

00 

08 

42 


185 

00 

26 

62 


184 

00 

00 

60 


183 

00 

07 

29 


410 

00 

04 

16 


409 

00 

10 

62 


406 

00 

22 

21 


414 

00 

09 

27 


402 

00 

23 

37 


400 

00 

07 

76 


424 

00 

00 

90 


425 

00 

03 

29 


426 

00 

02 

27 


427 

00 

17 

40 


428 

00 

10 

94 


429 

00 

04 

56 


430 

00 

04 

12 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

437 

00 

09 

35 

436 

00 

06 

47 

435 

00 

05 

64 

1103 

00 

13 

68 

1102 

00 

00 

10 

1101 

00 

05 

44 

1112 

00 

04 

30 

1113 

00 

00 

48 

1114 

00 

18 

35 

1115 

00 

12 

39 

1116 

00 

10 

95 

1119 

00 

09 

15 

1120 

00 

01 

81 

2035 

00 

13 

39 

2033 

00 

21 

34 

2028 

00 

24 

66 

2030 

00 

01 

01 

2024 

00 

11 

67 

1125 

00 

00 

16 

2023 

00 

01 

18 

2022 

00 

20 

63 

2094 

00 

00 

33 

2093 

00 

16 

71 

2212 

00 

10 

83 

2214 

00 

20 

32 

2216 

00 

13 

10 

2081 

00 

18 

12 

2078 

00 

16 

72 

2079 

00 

00 

44 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

2076 

00 

18 

03 

2326 

00 

00 

10 

2327 

00 

12 

46 

2328 

00 

01 

82 

2329 

00 

28 

31 

2330 

00 

00 

69 

2427 

00 

13 

24 

2359 

00 

00 

53 

2425 

00 

19 

09 

2546 

00 

09 

78 

2545 

00 

00 

10 

2548 

00 

08 

10 

2553 

00 

11 

24 

2623 

00 

00 

10 

2555 

00 

13 

95 

2620 

00 

18 

12 

2624 

00 

09 

87 

2621 

00 

00 

50 

2636 

00 

00 

81 

2638 

00 

00 

80 

2641 

00 

05 

52 

2618 

00 

07 

91 

2642 

00 

11 

08 

2644 

00 

29 

28 

2646 

00 

00 

27 

2651 

00 

25 

47 

2648 

00 

04 

22 

2650 

00 

04 

45 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

22 . 


494 

00 

01 

77 


645 

00 

27 

60 


694 

00 

03 

98 


642 

00 

06 

42 


641 

00 

00 

89 


503 

00 

13 

57 


637 

00 

00 

46 


636 

00 

14 

00 


663 

00 

00 

10 


635 

00 

03 

27 


664 

00 

00 

14 


633 

00 

10 

53 


632 

00 

00 

10 


631 

00 

08 

27 


667 

00 

08 

30 


668 

00 

01 

79 


669 

00 

10 

93 


701 

00 

08 

99 


671 

00 

05 

70 


672 

00 

12 

20 


673 

00 

10 

56 


674 

00 

00 

20 


699 

00 

00 

36 


697 

00 

11 

22 


698 

00 

11 

62 


692 

00 

04 

04 


690 

00 

04 

37 


689 

00 

01 

39 


684 

00 

07 

13 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


683 

00 

12 

13 


682 

00 

01 

51 


607 

00 

01 

44 


686 

00 

18 

35 


606 

00 

00 

82 


583 

00 

01 

26 

23 . 


159 

00 

46 

73 


158 

00 

21 

20 


155 

00 

34 

33 


128 

00 

08 

79 


127 

00 

12 

97 


122 

00 

03 

16 


126 

00 

04 

03 


124 

00 

05 

98 


125 

00 

01 

23 

24 . 


473 

00 

05 

68 


471 

00 

00 

53 


472 

00 

11 

35 


474 

00 

09 

52 


463 

00 

26 

09 


498 

00 

09 

83 


497 

00 

00 

18 


517 

00 

38 

15 


366 

00 

00 

51 


362 

00 

14 

26 


364 

00 

00 

20 


365 

00 

20 

89 


551 

00 

08 

03 


610 

00 

02 

67 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


609 

00 

09 

38 


604 

00 

08 

78 


563 

00 

03 

01 


601 

00 

01 

90 


600 

00 

11 

46 


601 

00 

00 

13 


597 

00 

11 

24 


567 

00 

00 

35 


596 

00 

10 

34 


595 

00 

13 

77 


594 

00 

13 

66 


593 

00 

04 

02 


591 

00 

00 

10 


590 

00 

05 

10 


587 

00 

00 

10 


581 

00 

00 

65 


582 

00 

01 

58 


588 

00 

06 

03 


583 

00 

00 

66 


584 

00 

02 

82 


577 

00 

00 

19 


578 

00 

15 

54 

25 . 


187 

00 

00 

26 


190 

00 

07 

34 


192 

00 

24 

39 


192/271 

00 

00 

10 


228 

00 

05 

51 


226 

00 

01 

03 


225 

00 

19 

22 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 



224 

00 

00 

10 

26. 

RqO 

488 

00 

13 

88 



487 

00 

11 

53 



486 

00 

00 

10 



519 

00 

10 

56 



521 

00 

09 

41 



520 

00 

00 

42 



474 

00 

10 

67 



473 

00 

08 

82 



470 

00 

02 

22 



469 

00 

04 

25 



468 

00 

04 

37 



467 

00 

10 

14 



466 

00 

06 

33 



465 

00 

01 

96 



444 

00 

00 

41 



437 

00 

04 

11 



438 

00 

16 

49 



428 

00 

09 

13 



426 

00 

09 

01 



420 

00 

11 

88 



412 

00 

10 

90 



411 

00 

04 

41 



410 

00 

01 

52 



409 

00 

06 

01 



408 

00 

00 

10 

[W. t. 3TR-11025(11 )20/2018-#3TR-I/f-27595] 








’TOT ^ TRRtT : 5, 2019/^ 15, 1940 


113 


New Delhi, the 28* December, 2018 

S.O. 17. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products from Tundla Terminal to Kanpur Terminal should be laid by Indian Oil Corporation 
Limited. And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in the land described in the schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land ) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within twenty-one days from the date on which the 
copies of this notification, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the General Public, object in writing 
to the acquisition of the right of user therein or laying of the pipeline under the land to Competent Authority, Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited ( Pipelines Division), Construction Office, Northern Region Pipelines, Tundla-Gawria Pipeline 
Project, E-160,lst & 2nd floor, Kamlanagar, Agra(U.P.) - 282 004. 

SCHEDULE 


Tehsil:- Bidhuna District:- Auraiya StateUttar Pradesh 


SI. 

No. 

Name of the Village 

Khasara No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1. 

Gadhwana 

7 

00 

23 

81 


8 

00 

05 

64 


9 

00 

05 

56 


11 

00 

30 

70 


10 

00 

00 

10 


20 

00 

29 

10 


12 

00 

00 

79 


13 

00 

09 

76 


21 

00 

04 

52 


22 

00 

04 

47 


25 

00 

19 

81 


32 

00 

07 

28 


38 

00 

12 

43 


37 

00 

05 

41 


39 

01 

01 

17 


480 

00 

05 

98 


477 

00 

11 

23 


481 

00 

10 

73 


482 

00 

00 

32 


490 

00 

05 

06 


489 

00 

17 

98 


487 

00 

03 

44 


493 

00 

07 

39 


492 

00 

00 

10 


494 

00 

03 

12 


491 

00 

01 

50 


495 

00 

06 

04 


497 

00 

03 

05 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Gadhwana 

496 

00 

03 

74 


503 

00 

07 

13 


504 

00 

03 

45 


505 

00 

06 

70 


510 

00 

04 

80 


511 

00 

03 

90 


512 

00 

08 

31 


513 

00 

22 

23 


669 

00 

61 

92 


670 

00 

01 

81 

2. 

Itaili 

12 

00 

00 

17 


13 

00 

00 

10 


11 

00 

04 

23 


15 

00 

14 

43 


14 

00 

01 

30 


18 

00 

04 

00 


19 

00 

00 

20 


20 

00 

00 

78 


21 

00 

08 

84 


25 

00 

03 

98 


23 

00 

04 

85 


293 

00 

06 

08 


292 

00 

08 

95 


290 

00 

05 

95 


354 

00 

02 

48 


355 

00 

13 

18 


356 

00 

06 

43 


287 

00 

00 

10 


357 

00 

03 

26 


281 

00 

02 

33 


360 

00 

05 

59 


369 

00 

15 

78 


377 

00 

01 

20 


375 

00 

01 

16 


376 

00 

01 

93 


379 

00 

11 

21 


382 

00 

03 

70 


374 

00 

02 

02 


387 

00 

16 

23 


383 

00 

00 

89 


418 

00 

15 

63 


417 

00 

05 

07 


416 

00 

00 

13 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

448 

00 

15 

48 

449 

00 

14 

89 

399 

00 

13 

75 

452 

00 

06 

73 

453 

00 

08 

21 

454 

00 

00 

13 

457 

00 

00 

58 

456 

00 

08 

37 

928 

00 

03 

75 

930 

00 

19 

06 

933 

00 

01 

13 

926 

00 

18 

53 

983 

00 

19 

90 

917 

00 

01 

15 

984 

00 

38 

58 

992 

00 

03 

48 

989 

00 

02 

84 

991 

00 

03 

55 

990 

00 

02 

07 

1016 

00 

09 

46 

1017 

00 

00 

10 

1018 

00 

10 

73 

1019 

00 

00 

10 

1042 

00 

13 

56 

1049 

00 

00 

12 

1043 

00 

15 

87 

1044 

00 

10 

58 

1067 

00 

08 

69 

1068 

00 

00 

53 

1065 

00 

16 

27 

1064 

00 

02 

19 

1063 

00 

15 

74 

1074 

00 

06 

21 

1083 

00 

19 

10 

1081 

00 

02 

98 

1082 

00 

09 

06 

1089 

00 

01 

47 

764 

00 

10 

48 

765 

00 

01 

46 

763 

00 

07 

47 

766 

00 

08 

77 

773 

00 

06 

20 

774 

00 

19 

05 


3. 


Masudpur 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

4. 

Nandpur 

697 

00 

02 

36 


694 

00 

00 

10 


702 

00 

00 

41 


703 

00 

13 

49 


704 

00 

00 

10 


707 

00 

10 

02 


706 

00 

23 

76 


710 

00 

19 

03 


718 

00 

27 

56 


780 

00 

02 

80 


678 

00 

01 

18 


670 

00 

09 

61 


719 

00 

00 

98 


720 

00 

04 

37 


669 

00 

03 

60 


732 

00 

02 

45 


733 

00 

10 

83 


734 

00 

10 

07 


735 

00 

10 

21 


736 

00 

11 

46 


737 

00 

04 

21 


738 

00 

02 

89 


755 

00 

00 

37 


761 

00 

17 

90 


762 

00 

10 

50 


765 

00 

15 

97 


766 

00 

00 

32 


767 

00 

10 

42 


768 

00 

11 

38 


772 

00 

15 

13 


793 

00 

00 

17 


804 

00 

36 

35 


818 

00 

32 

34 


831 

00 

00 

92 


826 

00 

26 

29 


827 

00 

01 

91 


828 

00 

01 

50 


852 

00 

00 

14 


830 

00 

00 

24 


851 

00 

00 

85 


846 

00 

07 

09 


850 

00 

36 

31 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

5. 

Kunwarpur 

238 

00 

29 

76 

6. 

Ruru Khurd 

2719 

00 

00 

29 



2718 

00 

00 

41 



2717 

00 

17 

52 



2716 

00 

14 

06 



2715 

00 

01 

50 



2726 

00 

10 

84 



2727 

00 

16 

04 



2730 

00 

29 

43 



2732 

00 

11 

67 



2733 

00 

41 

03 



2735 

00 

53 

75 



2994 

00 

40 

25 



2995 

00 

11 

78 



3298 

01 

01 

19 



3304 

00 

14 

88 



3305 

00 

03 

61 



3294 

00 

01 

28 



3306 

00 

00 

33 



3307 

00 

07 

42 



3308 

00 

24 

43 



3309 

00 

13 

71 



3311 

00 

07 

89 



3352 

00 

00 

10 



3355 

00 

24 

91 



3463 

00 

03 

34 



3455 

00 

06 

47 



3452 

00 

04 

82 



3451 

00 

04 

73 



3447 

00 

11 

30 



3376 

00 

08 

31 



3377 

00 

15 

28 



3378 

00 

00 

10 



3425 

00 

58 

08 



3420 

00 

11 

25 



3418 

00 

00 

40 

7. 

Barahar 

30 

00 

07 

59 



29 

00 

17 

70 



3 

00 

04 

98 



28 

00 

03 

94 



2 

00 

06 

49 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


Barahar 

26 

00 

12 

18 



5 

00 

00 

80 



13 

00 

17 

81 



12 

00 

02 

82 



15 

00 

06 

16 



16 

00 

01 

43 



130 

00 

07 

64 



129 

00 

16 

95 



131 

00 

14 

95 



133 

00 

10 

23 

8 . 

Baruaa 

62 

00 

00 

31 



67 

00 

12 

65 



68 

00 

09 

49 



69 

00 

08 

80 



176 

00 

08 

64 



177 

00 

21 

29 



178 

00 

24 

73 



180 

00 

00 

10 



179 

00 

02 

00 



305 

00 

03 

05 



303 

00 

01 

14 



309 

00 

05 

73 



308 

00 

02 

20 



310 

00 

14 

66 



311 

00 

01 

73 



317 

00 

02 

41 



319 

00 

06 

20 



327 

00 

04 

35 



328 

00 

05 

70 



329 

00 

10 

65 



340 

00 

12 

67 



343 

00 

12 

54 



364 

00 

00 

10 



366 

00 

06 

81 



365 

00 

03 

20 



367 

00 

07 

05 

9 . 

Balkhandpur 

162 

00 

12 

07 



161 

00 

00 

82 



164 

00 

13 

27 



165 

00 

22 

59 

10 . 

Sohni 

57 

00 

00 

53 



56 

00 

00 

63 



55 

00 

06 

93 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


Sohni 

58 

00 

17 

70 



61 

00 

15 

73 



62 

00 

05 

87 



121 

00 

05 

17 



122 

00 

01 

06 



123 

00 

06 

23 



126 

00 

12 

03 



125 

00 

07 

59 



131 

00 

00 

37 



140 

00 

00 

10 



141 

00 

14 

30 



142 

00 

03 

53 



143 

00 

00 

10 



144 

00 

05 

60 



146 

00 

06 

90 



147 

00 

04 

53 



148 

00 

05 

17 



145 

00 

04 

40 



149 

00 

00 

49 



150 

00 

09 

14 



151 

00 

10 

55 



153 

00 

09 

05 



154 

00 

02 

94 



157 

00 

00 

10 



155 

00 

00 

10 



169 

00 

00 

61 



180 

00 

21 

95 



178 

00 

19 

07 

11. 

Aili 

158 

00 

00 

62 



159 

00 

05 

90 



160 

00 

21 

03 



162 

00 

07 

40 

12. 

Tilakpur Sarmendi 

24 

00 

05 

79 



21 

00 

06 

36 



30 

00 

06 

10 



29 

00 

01 

14 



28 

00 

06 

34 



32 

00 

10 

04 



56 

00 

25 

42 



63 

00 

23 

54 



68 

00 

00 

32 



73 

00 

15 

31 



97 

00 

08 

62 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Tilakpur Sarmendi 

98 

00 

00 

10 


99 

00 

07 

17 


101 

00 

00 

38 


102 

00 

08 

69 


105 

00 

07 

96 


106 

00 

03 

62 

13. 

Divraon 

495 

00 

16 

83 


500 

00 

00 

49 


496 

00 

00 

10 


501 

00 

10 

65 


502 

00 

09 

89 


507 

00 

12 

15 


505 

00 

01 

23 


511 

00 

01 

10 


513 

00 

04 

59 


514 

00 

07 

01 


515 

00 

13 

52 


429 

00 

21 

04 


400 

00 

08 

74 


401 

00 

01 

42 


397 

00 

34 

05 


381 

00 

02 

46 


382 

00 

08 

41 


383 

00 

02 

31 


374 

00 

00 

25 


384 

00 

05 

71 


373 

00 

18 

02 


375 

00 

00 

40 


349 

00 

01 

13 


348 

00 

08 

30 


341 

00 

01 

72 


342 

00 

09 

10 


343 

00 

04 

49 


340 

00 

06 

41 


339 

00 

02 

12 


337 

00 

18 

67 


330 

00 

02 

82 


336 

00 

01 

06 


335 

00 

00 

61 


334 

00 

01 

48 


333 

00 

10 

33 


332 

00 

00 

90 


697 

00 

02 

16 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Divraon 

694 

00 

02 

17 


695 

00 

18 

53 


703 

00 

06 

39 


702 

00 

01 

60 


704 

00 

02 

49 


706 

00 

02 

31 


707 

00 

01 

98 


919 

00 

03 

87 


974 

00 

35 

11 


965 

00 

11 

88 


964 

00 

01 

76 


966 

00 

02 

71 


967 

00 

04 

17 


949 

00 

41 

89 


950 

00 

00 

10 

14. 

Harchandpur 

294 

00 

09 

28 


299 

00 

07 

65 


298 

00 

17 

19 


303 

00 

01 

52 


304 

00 

05 

51 


315 

00 

16 

00 


341 

00 

16 

71 


317 

00 

03 

59 


319 

00 

04 

49 


333 

00 

08 

99 


332 

00 

00 

45 


331 

00 

09 

84 


329 

00 

04 

76 


330 

00 

00 

10 


328 

00 

00 

79 


327 

00 

12 

00 


449 

00 

34 

14 


450 

00 

00 

16 


465 

00 

21 

85 


466 

00 

10 

39 


467 

00 

10 

45 


468 

00 

07 

49 


469 

00 

16 

10 


514 

00 

23 

50 


515 

00 

05 

00 


513 

00 

09 

18 


516 

00 

12 

32 


523 

00 

02 

38 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Harchandpur 

521 

00 

07 

94 


654 

00 

17 

26 


655 

00 

11 

77 


591 

00 

10 

82 


593 

00 

05 

32 


645 

00 

02 

35 


627 

00 

07 

38 


626 

00 

07 

60 


624 

00 

10 

09 


629 

00 

00 

83 


630 

00 

05 

84 


623 

00 

08 

24 


619 

00 

02 

59 


621 

00 

15 

73 


620 

00 

06 

44 


606 

00 

06 

30 


605 

00 

05 

81 


607 

00 

03 

04 


604 

00 

00 

10 


557 

00 

03 

52 


2422 

00 

07 

85 


2420 

00 

03 

25 


2419 

00 

09 

24 


2418 

00 

09 

57 


2411/3756 

00 

01 

51 


2412 

00 

11 

77 


2413 

00 

00 

10 


2414 

00 

13 

64 


2363 

00 

00 

60 


2361 

00 

13 

29 


3459 

00 

08 

59 


2360 

00 

11 

76 


3460 

00 

01 

70 


2359 

00 

04 

30 


3461 

00 

10 

79 


3462 

00 

06 

50 


3471 

00 

01 

66 


3470 

00 

23 

80 


3490 

00 

23 

51 


3489 

00 

05 

20 


3522 

00 

00 

47 


3521 

00 

00 

10 


3523 

00 

05 

65 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Harchandpur 

3571 

00 

02 

82 


3569 

00 

01 

64 


3568 

00 

03 

59 


3567 

00 

09 

12 


3566 

00 

07 

86 


3555 

00 

04 

89 


3533 

00 

02 

52 


3554 

00 

22 

31 


3553 

00 

15 

36 


3552 

00 

13 

12 


3298 

00 

17 

27 


3296 

00 

15 

50 


3293 

00 

12 

06 


3289 

00 

13 

95 


3288 

00 

00 

15 


3290 

00 

05 

83 


3284 

00 

06 

92 


3285 

00 

04 

98 


3282 

00 

24 

84 


3283 

00 

03 

20 


3231 

00 

15 

98 


3280 

00 

00 

10 


3227 

00 

09 

97 


3224 

00 

03 

79 


3225 

00 

08 

17 


3215 

00 

03 

95 


3238 

00 

00 

43 


3214 

00 

02 

80 


3239 

00 

04 

27 


3213 

00 

00 

38 


3212 

00 

00 

10 


3204 

00 

02 

88 


3205 

00 

03 

21 


3206 

00 

12 

40 


3210 

00 

08 

44 


3208 

00 

03 

73 


3207 

00 

00 

25 


3209 

00 

01 

74 


3190 

00 

15 

01 

15. 

Dharkan 

165 

00 

14 

12 

16. 

Agahara 

395 

00 

25 

19 


403 

00 

00 

10 


404 

00 

16 

06 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


Agahara 

410 

00 

12 

76 



453 

00 

20 

51 



454 

00 

10 

84 



455 

00 

15 

13 



438 

00 

00 

10 



556 

00 

07 

69 



555 

00 

00 

82 



558 

00 

07 

96 



553 

00 

01 

91 



559 

00 

05 

64 



560 

00 

12 

45 



561 

00 

00 

16 



701 

00 

07 

27 



700 

00 

11 

11 



699 

00 

02 

43 



681 

00 

01 

38 



682 

00 

01 

89 



683 

00 

22 

56 



680 

00 

16 

33 



648 

00 

17 

80 



646 

00 

09 

06 



645 

00 

31 

46 



644 

00 

00 

35 



734 

00 

01 

07 



767 

00 

11 

14 



766 

00 

11 

95 



765 

00 

13 

53 



772 

00 

18 

68 



771 

00 

11 

11 



779 

00 

01 

85 



774 

00 

13 

53 



774 

00 

11 

02 



775 

00 

02 

68 

17. 

Anda 

94 

00 

00 

19 



95 

00 

00 

14 



96 

00 

15 

66 



93 

00 

36 

17 



117 

00 

06 

79 



99 

00 

01 

90 



100 

00 

16 

06 



102 

00 

04 

77 



101 

00 

07 

27 



111 

00 

14 

94 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

18. 

Bahalolpur 

25 

00 

08 

65 



21 

00 

38 

75 



24 

00 

04 

24 



23 

00 

01 

23 



22 

00 

07 

07 



83 

00 

00 

10 



20 

00 

16 

13 



86 

00 

29 

67 



87 

00 

19 

02 



88 

00 

06 

09 



324 

00 

08 

99 



322 

00 

21 

28 



323 

00 

03 

84 



311 

00 

15 

02 



312 

00 

00 

80 



309 

00 

22 

49 



308 

00 

08 

06 



307 

00 

10 

66 



398 

00 

19 

86 



418 

00 

06 

86 



434 

00 

03 

86 



436 

00 

07 

11 



437 

00 

00 

78 



435 

00 

06 

98 



465 

00 

04 

32 



466 

00 

00 

23 



462 

00 

00 

10 



467 

00 

00 

82 



464 

00 

04 

82 



471 

00 

21 

97 



472 

00 

13 

72 



475 

00 

02 

14 

19. 

Purva Fakire 

85 

00 

15 

17 



86 

00 

01 

58 



90 

00 

30 

84 



89 

00 

01 

28 



88 

00 

07 

62 



98 

00 

05 

39 



99 

00 

06 

55 



101 

00 

00 

25 



102 

00 

06 

21 



108 

00 

19 

83 






126 


THE GAZETTE OE INDIA : JANUARY 5, 20I9/PAUSA 15, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Purva Fakire 

no 

00 

04 

92 


109 

00 

00 

14 


287 

00 

06 

58 

20. 

Tajpur Chhonk 

124 

00 

08 

05 


123 

00 

05 

30 


122 

00 

06 

62 


121 

00 

03 

92 


115 

00 

00 

10 


120 

00 

07 

85 


119 

00 

09 

95 


118 

00 

00 

87 


117 

00 

02 

91 


186 

00 

34 

73 


189 

00 

05 

84 


223 

00 

25 

70 


222 

00 

23 

97 


194 

00 

00 

46 


198 

00 

11 

21 


199 

00 

05 

28 


204 

00 

03 

33 


205 

00 

02 

38 


203 

00 

05 

36 


202 

00 

04 

22 


265 

00 

00 

13 


621 

00 

14 

21 


615 

00 

06 

41 


616 

00 

01 

71 


610 

00 

04 

58 


614 

00 

00 

84 


609 

00 

01 

35 


608 

00 

00 

50 


613 

00 

05 

97 


612 

00 

02 

21 


611 

00 

02 

37 


706 

00 

07 

17 


599 

00 

06 

30 


707 

00 

93 

30 


712 

00 

05 

17 


708 

00 

01 

46 


744 

00 

00 

10 


711 

00 

01 

79 


709 

00 

00 

56 


741 

00 

00 

26 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Tajpur Chhonk 

740 

00 

18 

76 


739 

00 

19 

42 


736 

00 

07 

30 


735 

00 

04 

82 

21. 

Sahayal 

114 

00 

15 

91 


120 

00 

25 

49 


119 

00 

00 

10 


117 

00 

10 

93 


118 

00 

00 

67 


166 

00 

17 

06 


222 

00 

16 

70 


221 

00 

15 

39 


220 

00 

10 

45 


187 

00 

03 

43 


186 

00 

08 

42 


185 

00 

26 

62 


184 

00 

00 

60 


183 

00 

07 

29 


410 

00 

04 

16 


409 

00 

10 

62 


406 

00 

22 

21 


414 

00 

09 

27 


402 

00 

23 

37 


400 

00 

07 

76 


424 

00 

00 

90 


425 

00 

03 

29 


426 

00 

02 

27 


427 

00 

17 

40 


428 

00 

10 

94 


429 

00 

04 

56 


430 

00 

04 

12 


437 

00 

09 

35 


436 

00 

06 

47 


435 

00 

05 

64 


1103 

00 

13 

68 


1102 

00 

00 

10 


1101 

00 

05 

44 


1112 

00 

04 

30 


1113 

00 

00 

48 


1114 

00 

18 

35 


1115 

00 

12 

39 


1116 

00 

10 

95 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Sahayal 

III9 

00 

09 

15 


1120 

00 

01 

81 


2035 

00 

13 

39 


2033 

00 

21 

34 


2028 

00 

24 

66 


2030 

00 

01 

01 


2024 

00 

11 

67 


1125 

00 

00 

16 


2023 

00 

01 

18 


2022 

00 

20 

63 


2094 

00 

00 

33 


2093 

00 

16 

71 


2212 

00 

10 

83 


2214 

00 

20 

32 


2216 

00 

13 

10 


2081 

00 

18 

12 


2078 

00 

03 

47 


2079 

00 

00 

44 


2076 

00 

18 

03 


2326 

00 

00 

10 


2327 

00 

12 

46 


2328 

00 

01 

82 


2329 

00 

28 

31 


2330 

00 

00 

69 


2427 

00 

13 

24 


2359 

00 

00 

53 


2425 

00 

19 

09 


2546 

00 

09 

78 


2545 

00 

00 

10 


2548 

00 

08 

10 


2553 

00 

11 

24 


2623 

00 

00 

10 


2555 

00 

13 

95 


2620 

00 

18 

12 


2624 

00 

09 

87 


2621 

00 

00 

50 


2636 

00 

00 

81 


2638 

00 

00 

80 


2641 

00 

05 

52 


2618 

00 

07 

91 


2642 

00 

11 

08 


2644 

00 

29 

28 


2646 

00 

00 

27 
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2 

Sahayal 


Mugriha 


Belhupur 


3 

4 

5 

6 

2651 

00 

25 

47 

2648 

00 

04 

22 

2650 

00 

04 

45 

494 

00 

01 

77 

645 

00 

27 

60 

694 

00 

03 

98 

642 

00 

06 

42 

641 

00 

00 

89 

503 

00 

13 

57 

637 

00 

00 

46 

636 

00 

14 

00 

663 

00 

00 

10 

635 

00 

03 

27 

664 

00 

00 

14 

633 

00 

10 

53 

632 

00 

00 

10 

631 

00 

08 

27 

667 

00 

08 

30 

668 

00 

01 

79 

669 

00 

10 

93 

701 

00 

08 

99 

671 

00 

05 

70 

672 

00 

12 

20 

673 

00 

10 

56 

674 

00 

00 

20 

699 

00 

00 

36 

697 

00 

11 

22 

698 

00 

11 

62 

692 

00 

04 

04 

690 

00 

04 

37 

689 

00 

01 

39 

684 

00 

07 

13 

683 

00 

12 

13 

682 

00 

01 

51 

607 

00 

01 

44 

686 

00 

18 

35 

606 

00 

00 

82 

583 

00 

01 

26 

159 

00 

46 

73 

158 

00 

21 

20 

155 

00 

34 

33 


128 


00 


08 


79 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


Belhupur 

127 

00 

12 

97 



122 

00 

03 

16 



126 

00 

04 

03 



124 

00 

05 

98 



125 

00 

01 

23 

24. 

Navi Mohan 

473 

00 

05 

68 



471 

00 

00 

53 



472 

00 

11 

35 



474 

00 

09 

52 



463 

00 

26 

09 



498 

00 

09 

83 



497 

00 

00 

18 



517 

00 

38 

15 



366 

00 

00 

51 



362 

00 

14 

26 



364 

00 

00 

20 



365 

00 

20 

89 



551 

00 

08 

03 



610 

00 

02 

67 



609 

00 

09 

38 



604 

00 

08 

78 



563 

00 

03 

01 



601 

00 

01 

90 



600 

00 

11 

46 



601 

00 

00 

13 



597 

00 

11 

24 



567 

00 

00 

35 



596 

00 

10 

34 



595 

00 

13 

77 



594 

00 

13 

66 



593 

00 

04 

02 



591 

00 

00 

10 



590 

00 

05 

10 



587 

00 

00 

10 



581 

00 

00 

65 



582 

00 

01 

58 



588 

00 

06 

03 



583 

00 

00 

66 



584 

00 

02 

82 



577 

00 

00 

19 



578 

00 

15 

54 

25. 

Sikhoo 

187 

00 

00 

26 



190 

00 

07 

34 
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1 

2 

3 

4 
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6 

Sikhoo 

192 

00 

24 

39 


192/271 

00 

00 

10 


228 

00 

05 

51 


226 

00 

01 

03 


225 

00 

19 

22 


224 

00 

00 

10 

26. 

Divari 

488 

00 

13 

88 


487 

00 

11 

53 


486 

00 

00 

10 


519 

00 

10 

56 


521 

00 

09 

41 


520 

00 

00 

42 


474 

00 

10 

67 


473 

00 

08 

82 


470 

00 

02 

22 


469 

00 

04 

25 


468 

00 

04 

37 


467 

00 

10 

14 


466 

00 

06 

33 


465 

00 

01 

96 


444 

00 

00 

41 


437 

00 

04 

11 


438 

00 

16 

49 


428 

00 

09 

13 


426 

00 

09 

01 


420 

00 

11 

88 


412 

00 

10 

90 


411 

00 

04 

41 


410 

00 

01 

52 


409 

00 

06 

01 


408 

00 

00 

10 


[F. No. R-11025(11)20/2018-OR-I/E-27595] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 


28 2018 

w. sir. 18.—-H<+K ^ ^ frcTT I ^ 1^ t ^ I f% 3itsr # 

^frf^RFR- 'arMKl % hR=I^H % f%TT f^TRT? TT^WT^ iR'H SIFT^T 

WTR^R ^ WRTR flwf 
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HTTTT ^ ^ WTHT^ 

31 ^1^-411 ^fxfrrI, sfrr^ 


r % ^ TRfhi fm I f% ^ ^ # 4 Y w ^ 

f4wt ^^ t, ^wTr% 3rf^^ w sr^T 


STT: 3R, -Hi+K, sffT TTTWr^ (^ t % Sf^TlR TT 3r4^) 1962 

(1962 TT 50) ^ srm 3 # ^SHTT (1) ^TTT ?rf%l4T TT WTr Tirt fTT ^ ^ t % 3rf%^ TT 

sr^T % 31^ 3{r§Fr # 4twr |; 

^ ^ ^ 315^^ # ^f^tcT ^ t f^cl-44 t. ^ ^Tlft^ Pl-H+1 W 3r%gw ^ WT % 

<NM’I # HTSTRTJT ^nTTT ^ ^N^ST T^TT ^ % '^^TT (21) ^ % 4)% TITWr^ 

flwiT ^ % 3r%TT?: % h^st 14^ t^. 3tr. 3ir. Tif^r^^ (sitg- t^?t), 

317^ (MKO^K-H TWr), MKl4l9-|'^<NK TT^WTR oR^l'^IHI, 41"# T^.3Trt.7ft. 

WT, (IDHR TT^) %■, 3Tn:.^|-.7ft. #PT^W % TR, I IM dH R - 530004, 3lt?T 71%^T TER ^ 

Pil^d TR%3ir^ ^H^nri 


311^ 

f^mr: ^fNiTf^R ter: 3ira-7t%^ 



89/3 00 04 91 

89/9 00 00 56 

76/1 00 03 24 

76/4 00 00 48 

78/6 00 01 12 

78/7 00 00 65 

110/6 00 00 10 

110/7 00 04 70 

110/14 00 01 74 

111/7 00 00 72 

111/10 00 02 20 

111/11 00 00 08 

112/15 00 01 92 

112/16 00 00 27 

114/3 00 00 30 


110/12 


00 


02 


13 
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110/15 

00 

01 

62 



139/2 

00 

03 

86 



139/4 

00 

00 

78 



164/8 

00 

00 

03 



164/9 

00 

00 

11 



179/5 

00 

02 

61 



179/2 

00 

00 

35 



178/15 

00 

01 

52 



178/20 

00 

02 

48 



178/18 

00 

04 

37 



171/9 

00 

00 

48 



171/6 

00 

01 

74 



171/5 

00 

01 

22 



171/4 

00 

01 

98 



172/16 

00 

00 

71 



172/13 

00 

01 

03 



172/11 

00 

02 

85 



172/4 

00 

01 

32 



173/11 

00 

04 

96 



173/12 

00 

00 

16 



173/6 

00 

02 

91 



173/15 

00 

02 

94 



174/4 

00 

01 

12 



174/2 

00 

01 

33 



174/6 

00 

00 

04 



160/4 

00 

01 

10 



160/5 

00 

03 

94 



159/1 

00 

03 

82 



159/3 

00 

01 

05 



158/10 

00 

00 

43 
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158/1 

00 

08 

46 

158/9 

00 

04 

04 

156/4 

00 

00 

83 

145/2 

00 

02 

57 

147/5 

00 

03 

83 

147/4 

00 

02 

95 

147/3 

00 

00 

11 

29/1 

00 

00 

06 

28/20 

00 

00 

19 

28/22 

00 

00 

08 

179/6 

00 

05 

87 

174/11 

00 

03 

85 

171/8 

00 

02 

84 

179/4 

00 

00 

21 

236 

00 

00 

68 

239/1 

00 

00 

47 

239/2 

00 

01 

42 

239/3 

00 

01 

05 

239/4 

00 

00 

58 

239/5 

00 

01 

88 

239/6 

00 

01 

10 

240/19 

00 

00 

51 

240/20 

00 

00 

71 

240/21 

00 

00 

71 

240/22 

00 

00 

82 

240/23 

00 

07 

09 

241/30 

00 

02 

51 

241/32 

00 

03 

93 

241/36 

00 

00 

94 


249/2 


00 


01 


34 
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249/6 

00 

02 

17 


249/8 

00 

01 

39 


249/9 

00 

00 

82 


247/12 

00 

00 

44 


247/7 

00 

00 

25 


246/18 

00 

00 

15 


246/19 

00 

00 

47 


246/20 

00 

00 

24 


246/16 

00 

01 

93 


240/16 

00 

00 

81 


240/1 

00 

00 

21 


249/4 

00 

01 

02 


[W. t. 3IR-11025(11 )252/2017-#3TR-I/f-21033] 




New Delhi, the 28* December, 2018 

S.O. 18.—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
Pipeline Project, 4* floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC Complex, Visakhapatnam - 
530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 


SCHEDULE 


DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 


STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY 

AREA 

NO. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


92 

00 

00 

96 

89/3 

00 

04 

91 

89/9 

00 

00 

56 

76/1 

00 

03 

24 

76/4 

00 

00 

48 

78/6 

00 

01 

12 


Nandigam 


Narsipuram 
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Nandigam Narsipuram 


Nandigam Komaturu 


Tekkali Ravivalasa 


78/7 

00 

00 

65 

110/6 

00 

00 

10 

110/7 

00 

04 

70 

110/14 

00 

01 

74 

111/7 

00 

00 

72 

111/10 

00 

02 

20 

111/11 

00 

00 

08 

112/15 

00 

01 

92 

112/16 

00 

00 

27 

114/3 

00 

00 

30 

110/12 

00 

02 

13 

110/15 

00 

01 

62 

139/2 

00 

03 

86 

139/4 

00 

00 

78 

164/8 

00 

00 

03 

164/9 

00 

00 

11 

179/5 

00 

02 

61 

179/2 

00 

00 

35 

178/15 

00 

01 

52 

178/20 

00 

02 

48 

178/18 

00 

04 

37 

171/9 

00 

00 

48 

171/6 

00 

01 

74 

171/5 

00 

01 

22 

171/4 

00 

01 

98 

172/16 

00 

00 

71 

172/13 

00 

01 

03 

172/11 

00 

02 

85 

172/4 

00 

01 

32 

173/11 

00 

04 

96 

173/12 

00 

00 

16 

173/6 

00 

02 

91 

173/15 

00 

02 

94 

174/4 

00 

01 

12 

174/2 

00 

01 

33 

174/6 

00 

00 

04 

160/4 

00 

01 

10 

160/5 

00 

03 

94 

159/1 

00 

03 

82 

159/3 

00 

01 

05 

158/10 

00 

00 

43 

158/1 

00 

08 

46 

158/9 

00 

04 

04 

156/4 

00 

00 

83 
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Tekkali 

Ravivalasa 

145/2 

00 

02 

57 



147/5 

00 

03 

83 



147/4 

00 

02 

95 



147/3 

00 

00 

11 



29/1 

00 

00 

06 



28/20 

00 

00 

19 



28/22 

00 

00 

08 



179/6 

00 

05 

87 



174/11 

00 

03 

85 



171/8 

00 

02 

84 



179/4 

00 

00 

21 

Pondum 

Boddepalli 

236 

00 

00 

68 



239/1 

00 

00 

47 



239/2 

00 

01 

42 



239/3 

00 

01 

05 



239/4 

00 

00 

58 



239/5 

00 

01 

88 



239/6 

00 

01 

10 



240/19 

00 

00 

51 



240/20 

00 

00 

71 



240/21 

00 

00 

71 



240/22 

00 

00 

82 



240/23 

00 

07 

09 



241/30 

00 

02 

51 



241/32 

00 

03 

93 



241/36 

00 

00 

94 



249/2 

00 

01 

34 



249/6 

00 

02 

17 



249/8 

00 

01 

39 



249/9 

00 

00 

82 



247/12 

00 

00 

44 



247/7 

00 

00 

25 



246/18 

00 

00 

15 



246/19 

00 

00 

47 



246/20 

00 

00 

24 



246/16 

00 

01 

93 



240/16 

00 

00 

81 



240/1 

00 

00 

21 



249/4 

00 

01 

02 


[F. No. R-11025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 
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28 2018 

W.3ir. HTTTT ^ WTHT^ t % Slf^^ W 3r^T) 

1962 ( 1962-50) ( TSTRT ^ aifliPliiR W |) # mri 3 ^ STITT (1) % STsftrf 

^snft # Tff, WTT 'Hi+K % ^frf^RTFr sfk # Slf^rgW 9I-H-+.I ^TRTI % <NM^ 

HW 15 15-21 3itFr2018 TT.3ir. 607 10.04.2018 WT II Jtl" 3 (II) # 1%4T W |l W 

3rfll^4Hi ^ wn 31^^41 41%14'ffs’ TTfirr^f^Frr sr^rr^w:4t 
4 ^FF^t (^ipmcr) 4" SF^TR^FTR cHl ^ftf^RFR" % Rfit 31TW ^TTT 

I>.4|Rc|cI RI t| “4^441-31^T|cJHJK-4|^I']< tRfFRR” % TFR^ST 4 WfRF^ % WF5R % f%TT 

^3WR % 3rf^w 4T 3 f4t % Ritt 3n4 3 tt?r # ^^rwr # #: 

3flT^TF5nR3ri%gw4f4t^ri%4t^5RR^crr0^ 13f%cFRT2018 ^ ^W5Sr TFT ^ I 

sflT FtF 3rfllR44 # SFITT 6 # FTSTTR (1) % SF^TFRT 4 TTSFR" TTf^TTfl 4 HTTTT ^ STfR Rt^ % 

^tl 

3ftT VsOt HRTT 4 FtF R4R TT f^TK Tf 4 % T^FR sfk HRSFR fl ^ TT f% FtF ^ TF^WTR 

flw4 % Rttt 3i4i%cr I, fwR % sfRttf tt 3i#r tfR tt Rrt I: 

3r: 3r, 4F#Fr -H<T>K FtF sfRRrr' # snri 6 4t ftstitt (1) ^ tr ^iRfR tt wR tfR fir! 

^FG Rrwr ^T4t I f% w 3Ff&^(TR 4 HTFg 315^ 4 RrffR 4 TF^WTR f4w4 % FWR TT sfRtir 

3rf^f%TFRFT: 

3ftT tf4Ft htttt ftf sfRRrjt # mrr 6 # ftsttr (4) wr ^FfrFRf tt wR tfR fir, %4t 

11% FtF ^ 4 4M4l4 TT 3ri%4TF W tRpTF % TTT^R 4t TlfiR 4" 4<T>K 4 Rf|T fR % TRR 

RrRcff 4" grF fRF i^Mr] sirfFT trR^r RiR)4^ 4 Rftcr fFnri 

^)^f44R sfRjiRR stRRifr', 1962 # mR 10 % 3r4RFfMt 4t tf^TT’ 

31FW RtR^R R|R)4^ 'i^uRill RFRPft fr4t 3ftT ^ TIRRcT f%4t 4t RJ# TT 4-4)4 TFRTT % 

4)t TTT TRT TF TT^ TRkl^ Tfl fl 


31^ 





aig.'M : 

f^RTT: 3i^*RRR 

TFR: *l^Klg 


^4.\35rN>4. 


^4^4 < 3IR 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

FIFfT%' 

1033 

00 

18 

76 


1034 

00 

38 

09 


1037 

00 

08 

35 


1031 

00 

20 

50 


1030 

00 

11 

12 


1027 

00 

31 

72 


1026 

00 

17 

80 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


467 

00 

11 

12 


468 

00 

00 

14 


466 

00 

13 

09 


385 

00 

04 

77 


367 

00 

42 

58 


386 

00 

05 

86 


366 

00 

19 

10 


365 

00 

23 

21 


351 

00 

07 

42 


352 

00 

16 

82 


347 

00 

97 

95 


348 

00 

30 

54 


234 

00 

56 

43 


241 

00 

20 

44 


255 

00 

66 

85 


257 

00 

13 

88 


260 

00 

32 

83 


266 

00 

24 

01 


268 

00 

18 

72 


267 

00 

12 

57 


[TT. t. 3iR-11025(11)6/2018-3ir3TR-I/f-23678] 




New Delhi, the 28* December, 2018 

S.O. 19.—Whereas by the notification of The Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas, Published in the Gazette No. 15 date 15-21 April 2018 S.O No. 607 date 10.04.2018 Part-II,Section-3,Sub-Section 
(ii) issued under sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and minerals pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in 
Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (Hereinafter referred to as the said Act) the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land situated in Tehsil Jamkhed, District Ahmednagar in Maharashtra State, specified in 
the schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline for the transportation of petroleum from 
Koyali in the State Gujrat to Solapur in the Maharashtra by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited for implementing the 
‘’Koyali-Ahmednagar-Solapur Pipeline Project”. 

And whereas the copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public on 12 September 


2018 . 
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And whereas the Competent Authority has under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, has submitted 
his report Central Government. 

And whereas, the Central Government after Considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said 
land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of the user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification 
is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that the right of user of the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in 
the Central Government, vests on the date of publication of the declaration, in Indian Oil Corporation Limited, free 
from all encumbrances. 

Indian Oil Corporation Limited shall be exclusively liable for any compensation in terms of section 10 of the P 
& MP Act, 1962 and no suit, claim or legal proceeding would lie against the Central Government on any matter 
relating to pipeline. 


SCHEDULE 


Taluka : Jamkhed 

District: Ahmednagar 

State : Maharashtra 

Name of Village 

Survey No./ Block 
No. 

Area 

Hectare Are 

Square Metre 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Jamkhed 

1033 

00 

18 

76 


1034 

00 

38 

09 


1037 

00 

08 

35 


1031 

00 

20 

50 


1030 

00 

11 

12 


1027 

00 

31 

72 


1026 

00 

17 

80 


796 

00 

28 

30 


797 

00 

06 

06 


798 

00 

04 

57 


799 

00 

10 

62 


800 

00 

10 

78 


801 

00 

11 

65 


802 

00 

07 

51 


803 

00 

09 

73 


804 

00 

09 

35 


805 

00 

03 

23 


806 

00 

03 

40 


807 

00 

07 

85 


808 

00 

05 

28 


809 

00 

12 

14 


812 

00 

03 

35 


813 

00 

07 

78 


818 

00 

06 

94 


819 

00 

05 

57 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Kharda 

367 

00 

42 

58 


386 

00 

05 

86 


366 

00 

19 

10 


365 

00 

23 

21 


351 

00 

07 

42 


352 

00 

16 

82 


347 

00 

97 

95 


348 

00 

30 

54 


234 

00 

56 

43 


241 

00 

20 

44 


255 

00 

66 

85 


257 

00 

13 

88 


260 

00 

32 

83 


266 

00 

24 

01 


268 

00 

18 

72 


267 

00 

12 

57 


[F. No. R-11025(1 l)6/20I8-OR-I/E-23678] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 


^ Recll, 28 f^TTRR, 2018 

^.311. 20.-011^^14 xU^cbK ^ sfk (■#! ^ WiPT ^ ^ 3E5pT) Slf^rf^RPT, 

1962 (l962 50) (RjiP ^'00 WTRT '8xt> 3rf^P|i|6 061 941 "§) 4?! SJRT 3 4?! 'TT—HR! (l) SlsflT viH-JI c!?! 

xU^ 0K ^ ^^IfePPT Sfk yi<J>fcl0 %T H4lcH4 p7s4T ^.3TT. 1095 cTl^ 17 JJRlf, 2018 JTl 

TlRcI ^ TEJm ?EfTf0 29, cU^ 22 JJefll - 28 JJeflf 2018 P 401^10 8^1 HR! ^ ^ 

3RRI^ P fcrfPf^ ^ P H6KI'^ ^7T f^TelT sflPiMK P dl(^0l 0140^1 - 3]6H4HJR - #efig7 ^^IfeRPT 

mRcI6H ^ ^'[^44 31RTR ^iMt^ET KRT ^ JRTEjet ^ '3M4pl ^ STReER ^ 3RpT 

^ 3ElP 3TRRT PlW sfl ; 

Sfk 13TE StRiRrtr 4^ RfPnf ERcTT ^ cTRHt 19 RjdN^, 2018 cEE 71RT ^ afl ; 

sfR ^SPT RtReeRI P ^ STferRuPT HR! 6 ijR-eiRT (l) ^ 3T#4 WER 7i^ fMP f ; 

sfR cil^4 weR P, ^ T7 fcRlR 0T^ ^ M^dld sfk WEJR ^ ETlP T7 f% ^ ^ MI^Mdl^d 
^ 3Erf^ t, 'SMdPi ^ STReER TET 3rPt 0^ 01 RRiy-44 f%7TT f ; 

31cl: 3Ef, cil^4 ^1R0R 13TE StRiRerT eiRT 6 iJT-eiRT (l) URT ^iREdl' 01 R7il0 0^ 7j^ UlW 

0^ t f% SIRRJW ^ RePP 3R[^ ^ RRiReJ ^ ^ feR 'SMdPi ^ SIREER 01 3Rpl 

RrE 0R ; 

sfR WER ^ SiRiReEI eiRl 6 ^-eiRl (4) HRl ^iREdl' 01 lElPi 0^ zj^ Rl^ ^ t f% ^ 
^ P v3M4pl 01 31 ReER ^ PlW ^ R0RP1 45t UE^ ^ WER P Rlflcl ^ ^ 4E1R, ^ Rlc-ePPlf ^ 

50 ?EE^ ^'[^44 31RiR 00^04 RlRR^ P Rlflcl ^ I 

^5(1R|4H sfR Z^ReT m^Meil44 31 RiReE1, 1962 4^ 81R1 10 7^ 31#4 Rr?! R «lRnjR ^ Rr ^'^44 31RiR 0EfR?El 
RfRRs tJoReE 13xR07jr ^ sfR m^Meil44 ^ 0R1 Re 1 RRfr Rr RIR^ 07 cil^4 7R0R R RREH 0R 00 010 0 
ZEEj^fr 0|44I^ 0# ^ TEpfr I 
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/TIPT 

^ / sefl^ / 

"del— 





SIR 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


137 


00 

25 

70 


136 


00 

36 

22 


146 


00 

12 

79 


147 


00 

11 

75 


148 


00 

13 

30 


149 


00 

11 

90 


161 


00 

11 

87 


162 


00 

23 

30 


[W. t. 3iR-11025(11)6/2018-#3TR-I/f-23678] 




New Delhi, the 28* December, 2018 

S. O. 20. —Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas vide S.O. No. 1095 dated the 17* July, 2018, issued under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to as the said 
Act), Published in the Gazette of India, No.29 dated 22 - 28 July, 2018 the Central Government declared its intention to 
acquire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying 
Koyali-Ahmednagar-Solapur Pipeline for the transportation of Petroleum Products in Aurangabad District in the State of 
Maharashtra by Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public up to 19* September, 

2018; 

And whereas the competent authority has under sub-section (1) of Section 6 of said act submitted report to the 
Central Government; 

And Whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said land 
is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification is 
hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that right of user in the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vest on the date of publication of the declaration, in Indian Oil Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 

Indian Oil Corporation Limited shall be exclusively liable for any compensation in terms of Section 10 of the 
P & MP Act, 1962 and no suit, claim or legal proceeding would lie against the Central Government on any matter 
relating to the pipeline. 
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SCHEDULE 


Tehsil:- Vaijapur 

District:- Aurangabad 

State 

:- Maharashtra 

Mouja / Village 

Survey/Block No. 

Sub-Div-No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Surala 

137 


00 

25 

70 


136 


00 

36 

22 


146 


00 

12 

79 


147 


00 

11 

75 


148 


00 

13 

30 


149 


00 

11 

90 


161 


00 

11 

87 


162 


00 

23 

30 


[F. No. R-11025(1 l)6/2018-OR-I/E-23678] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 


28 2018 

^.3TT. ZU-RRlil mclpH R 3fk SiReER TR 

3iR*i) SlRPlilH, 1962 (l962 cR 50) (Rt^ vJtP 3lRllRi|H cp^i TpcR f) cfT[ HRT 3 

^ ^-HRT (l) ^ SieffH UTT^ ^ M HRcT TRTfjR 3fR MI^Rcb ^ ^ 

7f5T.3IT. 2219 14 2017 UfT ^TRcT ^ 17 - 23 

RHcIMnI 2017 Pf ycbiRd 9fr ^ 53TT 3TRR^^ ^ RRRkl J-]R[ ^ 

^ RtRT HlRjcb ^ dl<^cbl cbldcfl - - #RTJ? ^^rfeRR mRcI^H ^ fM 

^■Rild 3TFTR chKol^fcld RlRl^ ^ m^MdRd ^ yrfKlHT vJMillo SJRrjR 3rRt 

3ET^ 3im Tfrw ^ 9^t ; 


3fR ^ ^IMMd 3lRfRm ^ UHHT 4 t 4R^ 2018 53^1^^ 7fRT ^ 95t ; 

3fR yiRrajRt ^ ^ siRrRHFT hrt 6 ^jq-ciRi (i) 3 i#t ttwr RcfR 

3fk TR^ R, ^ R^fR R? RmR ZfR^ C^ M^dld 3fR Tf? TTHRIH ^ RtR R? R? ^ ^ 

RwtR Rr sRRiH t, wfHT R 3IRR5R RT 3 rRt TfR^ RT RRrHT Rrtt t ; 

3RT: 3R, R^ij TRRR ^ STRiRnr Rt HRT 6 Rt 53q-HRT (l) ^ ^RxT ^lRhi|1 RT ^HIRT TfR^ 

^ ZR ufRuTT ZfRcit t R5 ITT 3lR'l|ddl R TTeFH RRRkl ^ RwiR R 

feR 5RzfR R rRrjR RT 3rRt Rrtt RR ; 

3fR TRRR RR rRiRnr ^ tJRT 6 ^ Rq-tTRT ( 4 ) ^ yRH ^lRbi|1 RT TR Rf^ 

^ t R 5 ^ ^ wiRt rt rRtrr ^ Rrutt c^ rrrt hRR^ R trrr R Rf%H 

^ C^ eRTR, thR Redonl’ R gR #fR ff%RT RRIel rWRrT RiR<^-^ ^ R[%H ^ I 

sfR Z^Rrt RRTRT^H rRiRNR, 1962 ^ e[RT 10 ^ 3T#T f^Rft ^ SjfcEjf^ ^ f^ ff%RT 
RRIel RRRrT RiR<^-^ ^j4dRT ^ sfR MI^Mdl^d ^ TRff^ f^R^t 4 HR^ R? 

TRRR c^ RRJ^ Rt^ RR RR R RR^ RFfR# R# ^ I 















160 


THE GAZETTE OE INDIA : JANUARY 5, 2019/PAUSA 15, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 


146 


00 

14 

38 


147 


00 

06 

67 


148 


00 

03 

44 


149 


00 

07 

36 


151 


00 

02 

97 


152 


00 

02 

10 


153 


00 

02 

58 


154 


00 

00 

80 


155 


00 

00 

51 


[W. t. 3TR-11025(11)6/2018-#3TR-I/f-23678] 




New Delhi, the 28* December, 2018 

S. O. 21. —Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas vide S.O. No. 2219 dated the 14* September, 2017, issued under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter referred to as the said 
Act), Published in the Gazette of India dated the 17* September-23* September 2017, the Central Government declared 
its intention to acquire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to that notification for the purpose 
of laying Koyali-Ahmednagar-Solapur Pipeline for the transportation of Petroleum Products in Taluka Yeola in Nashik 
District in the State of Maharashtra by Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public up to 4* February 2018; 

And whereas the competent authority has under sub-section (1) of Section 6 of said act submitted report to the 
Central Government; 

And Whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being satisfied that the said land 
is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire right of user therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule appended to this notification is 
hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs that right of user in the said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central 
Government, vest on the date of publication of the declaration, in Indian Oil Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 

Indian Oil Corporation Limited shall be exclusively liable for any compensation in terms of Section 10 of the 
P & MP Act, 1962 and no suit, claim or legal proceeding would lie against the Central Government on any matter 
relating to the pipeline. 

SCHEDULE 


Tehsil:- Yeola 

District:- Nashik 

State Maharashtra 

Mouja / Village 

Survey/Block No. 

Sub-Div-No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Kusur 

10 


00 

39 

50 


11/1 


00 

09 

58 


11/2 


00 

09 

43 
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28 2018 

W. SIT. 22.—HTTTT ^ ^ SRfrr fm | ETT^ %! t ^ | f% 3lt?T TE^ # 

^cMkI % hRcI^H % f^TRI^ MKHHKH oRiTl^HI % f^PTFWI 31FlEr 

tttRt^r ^ wrtr ^ieR 

3ftT MRt HTTTT ^ ^ % WlTR % ^I^ 31R§TR1 TrRcT fRl | f% ^ ^ # Eft W ^ 

^MN<4 t tRRt |, 3fk ^ WTEITR f^wt ^ ^ ^TRR f, ^141^1 % W 3T^ 

3R: 3R, Vsd'l -Hi+K, ^frRRnT sffT (^ $1 ^WR % Slf^RR ^ 31^) 3Tfl)R|i|H 1962 

(1962 TT 50) ^ STRT 3 # ^STRT (1) ^ ^rfrFTf TT WR fir ^ ^ t ^trR % srf^RR TT 
31^ % 3rT^ 3ir§Fr # ^fRwr t; 

^ ^ ifr ^ 315^ # ^RRr ^ t f|cR^ I, ^ cTiftJa' w 3rf&^[w t ^ rtt % 

TESPRI # 3rf^ HTSTHR RTTT ^ ^TET^ST TECT ^ eihR |, ^ifR (21) % ^fRr, ^ ^ 

flWlT eit^ % ^3WR % 3r%TTE % EREgT t # T^. 3TR. 31R. TTl%RTfl’ (Sits' T^^T), 

stRET RtR-^R 1%RR (WTEIRR TWT), TRTfR-t^TRR WTErTR tRRerT, R# Jt^TET, TTR-Rt-Eft. 
ttReR WT, (IDHR tR) 'ER, 3TR.€t.Eft. RuRw % TR, R^TTWRER - 530004, 3its EER ^ 
PlRd ER ^ 3ir^ ^ EI^I 


311^ 




_ 


: 3ifsst%?r 



REIT: Ri^n^ER 

■EER 

*is<n ^>T RR 


ETf 

^TRE 


"S "S 



^444 E 

el'IIlRdE 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

^R + l 


234/3 

00 

01 

00 




234/2 

00 

00 

71 




234/4 

00 

00 

09 




233/18 

00 

01 

93 




233/20 

00 

02 

31 




233/19 

00 

00 

55 




233/4 

00 

01 

30 




233/3 

00 

00 

15 

STEpTETTRETTET 

T 


54/5 

00 

02 

09 




54/8 

00 

02 

19 




55/3 

00 

00 

75 




55/4 

00 

00 

11 




55/6 

00 

00 

19 




54/4 

00 

02 

84 




54/10 

00 

00 

41 


[TT. ET. 31R-1 1025(11 )252/2017-3lt3TTE-I/t-21033] 

RRsf^ElY, 3REErf%R 
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New Delhi, the 28* December, 2018 

S.O. 22. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
Pipeline Project, 4* floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC Complex, Visakhapatnam - 
530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 


SCHEDULE 


DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 


STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY No. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

SRIKAKULAM 

NAIRA 

234/3 

00 

01 

00 



234/2 

00 

00 

71 



234/4 

00 

00 

09 



233/18 

00 

01 

93 



233/20 

00 

02 

31 



233/19 

00 

00 

55 



233/4 

00 

01 

30 



233/3 

00 

00 

15 

AMUDALAVALASA 

DUSl 

54/5 

00 

02 

09 



54/8 

00 

02 

19 



55/3 

00 

00 

75 



55/4 

00 

00 

11 



55/6 

00 

00 

19 



54/4 

00 

02 

84 



54/10 

00 

00 

41 


[F. No. R-11025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 


28 2018 

W. 3ir. ^ ^ fTcH | ^ t ^ t 3lt?T 5I%?T t 

31T^ 

f^rf^ ^RT WTHTR ^rflxT; 






164 


THE GAZETTE OE INDIA : JANUARY 5, 20I9/PAUSA 15, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


HTTTT ^ ^ WTHT^ ^ TRfhl flcH | f% ^ ^ ^ W ^ 

31 ^^-41 t I, 3fk f%TI^ ^ f4wt ^ ^ M-S-dN f, ^WHI % 3rf^^ W 3r4T f^RTT 

STT: 3R, -Hi+K, sffT TTTWr^ (^ t % ST^TlR TT 3r4^) 1962 

(1962 TT 50) ^ srm 3 # ^SHTT (1) ^TTT ?rf%l4T TT WTr Tirt fTT ^ ^ t % 3rf%^ TT 
sr^T % 31^ 3{r§Fr # 4twr t; 

^ ^ ^ 315^^ # ^f^tcT ^ t f^cl44 t. ^ ^Tlft^ Pl-H+1 W Sf^gw ^ WT % 

<NMd # HTSTRTJT ^nTTT ^ ^N^ST T^TT 4^ ^^lEft f, '^^TT (21) ^ % 4)% TITWr^ 

^ TOdld % 3r%T4T % H^ST # 4^ T^. 3TR. 31R. H'STR' Tll^TTfl’ {^'S^ T^^T), ^Qdd 

317^ (WRT5R TWr), MKl4lM-|d<NK WTHTR MRdl'dHI, Jtf^, T^.3Trt.7fr. 

(IRTIR TT^) %■, 3Tn:.^|-.7ft. #PT^W%TR, f4§lIIMidH - 530004, 3lt?T 71%^T TER ^ 
f^rf^T TR % 311^ ^ H%Tm 


311 ^ 


1 

Rl^l : 4l+l+^*I <I'R : 3lfsr7t%?T 

*is<!i ^>T 'Tnr 

'THT 



^trr: 


xT^n: 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

U'dldlRlPl 

3rRTRTnRr 

83/3 

00 

01 

51 


81/2C 

00 

04 

72 


80/4 

00 

00 

35 


80/1 

00 

00 

47 


80/7 

00 

00 

94 


67/13 

00 

01 

86 


67/11 

00 

00 

05 


68/4 

00 

00 

47 


69/2 

00 

04 

50 


70/14 

00 

03 

97 


70/5 

00 

00 

10 


70/4 

00 

00 

30 


43/7A 

00 

00 

11 


43/4 

00 

01 

27 


43/1 

00 

01 

25 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 


31R=1>N<HI'HI 

30/9D 

00 

01 

58 


30/7 

00 

01 

00 


30/5 

00 

01 

88 


29/3 

00 

00 

39 


16/8 

00 

00 

72 


16/7 

00 

00 

86 


16/9 

00 

00 

73 


16/5 

00 

01 

80 


5/6 

00 

00 

48 


5/4 

00 

00 

68 


5/3 

00 

00 

11 


16/13 

00 

09 

21 


17/7P 

00 

01 

22 


16/14 

00 

02 

23 


83/4 

00 

16 

19 



290/6 

00 

03 

89 


290/5 

00 

00 

16 


288/9 

00 

00 

12 


288/3 

00 

00 

45 


286/13 

00 

02 

34 


326/2 

00 

01 

16 


326/1 

00 

01 

15 


329/2 

00 

02 

17 


329/3 

00 

03 

08 


329/4 

00 

05 

53 


343/10 

00 

02 

54 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 



343/12 

00 

01 

03 


343/6 

00 

00 

64 


344/3 

00 

00 

24 


352/18 

00 

00 

21 


352/17 

00 

00 

15 


353/18 

00 

02 

27 


353/16 

00 

00 

60 


353/17 

00 

00 

80 


355/25 

00 

00 

32 


355/24 

00 

00 

33 


355/16 

00 

01 

40 


344/1 

00 

02 

23 


343/5 

00 

02 

03 


355/18 

00 

00 

41 


[TT. t. 3iR-11025(11)252/2017-#3TR-I/f-21033] 


New Delhi, the 28* December, 2018 

S.O. 23. —Whereas, it appears to the Central Government, that it is necessary in the public interest that for the 
transportation of petroleum products in the state of Andhra Pradesh a pipeline should be laid for implementing Paradip- 
Hyderabad Pipeline Project under Paradip-Hyderabad Pipeline by the Indian Oil Corporation Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to 
acquire the right of user in the land under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the 
Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub Section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its 
intention to acquire the right of user therein; 

Any person who is interested in the land described in the said schedule, may submit objection in writing to Shri. M. R. R. 
Seshu, Competent Authority (Andhra Pradesh) Indian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division), Paradip Hyderabad 
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Pipeline Project, 4* floor, LIC Annexe Building, Thikkana (Diamond Park) Road, Near RTC Complex, Visakhapatnam - 
530004 within twenty one (21) days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette of India, are made available to the general public. 


SCHEDULE 


DISTRICT : SRIKAKULAM 


STATE : ANDHRA PRADESH 

MANDAL 

VILLAGE 

SURVEY No. 

AREA 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq. Mt. 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Santa Bommali 

Arikavalasa 

83/3 

00 

01 

51 


81/2C 

00 

04 

72 


80/4 

00 

00 

35 


80/1 

00 

00 

47 


80/7 

00 

00 

94 


67/13 

00 

01 

86 


67/11 

00 

00 

05 


68/4 

00 

00 

47 


69/2 

00 

04 

50 


70/14 

00 

03 

97 


70/5 

00 

00 

10 


70/4 

00 

00 

30 


43/7A 

00 

00 

11 


43/4 

00 

01 

27 


43/1 

00 

01 

25 


30/9D 

00 

01 

58 


30/7 

00 

01 

00 


30/5 

00 

01 

88 


29/3 

00 

00 

39 


16/8 

00 

00 

72 


16/7 

00 

00 

86 


16/9 

00 

00 

73 


16/5 

00 

01 

80 


5/6 

00 

00 

48 


5/4 

00 

00 

68 


5/3 

00 

00 

11 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Santa Bommali 

Arikavalasa 

16/13 

00 

09 

21 



17/7P 

00 

01 

22 



16/14 

00 

02 

23 



83/4 

00 

16 

19 

Narasannapeta 

Lukalam 

290/6 

00 

03 

89 



290/5 

00 

00 

16 



288/9 

00 

00 

12 



288/3 

00 

00 

45 



286/13 

00 

02 

34 



326/2 

00 

01 

16 



326/1 

00 

01 

15 



329/2 

00 

02 

17 



329/3 

00 

03 

08 



329/4 

00 

05 

53 



343/10 

00 

02 

54 



343/12 

00 

01 

03 



343/6 

00 

00 

64 



344/3 

00 

00 

24 



352/18 

00 

00 

21 



352/17 

00 

00 

15 



353/18 

00 

02 

27 



353/16 

00 

00 

60 



353/17 

00 

00 

80 



355/25 

00 

00 

32 



355/24 

00 

00 

33 



355/16 

00 

01 

40 



344/1 

00 

02 

23 



343/5 

00 

02 

03 



355/18 

00 

00 

41 


[F. No. R-11025(11)252/2017-OR-I/E-21033] 
NOAS KINDO, Under Secy. 
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18 R^H< , 2018 

W. SIT. 24.— 3fRfr1^ ftro? 3Ti%1%TOI 1947 (1947 ^ 14) # STRI 17 % t 'Hi+K 

^7I7f TO" ^TfmsnT, ^ t45 #15 ^ #7 3F^ T# TOT^ % WSR# % 7#^ R 414+1' 

#7 TO% TOf^nff % sr^tsi Tf 3ft#rP# # V4l4 tiwt 3fr#t^ stI^tott t# ^ 
'■4NH4, ^ -1 % Tiw 213/2018) # ^HtRITI TOTft I # -H<4>K # 

29/11/2018# WfTT^- I 

[71. T^-12011/05/2018-3Ilt3IR (#^] 
71% ##, TO f%?I^ 


MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 18th December, 2018 

S.O. 24. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 213/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum-Labour Court-1, 
New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Deputy General 
Manager, State Bank of India New Delhi, and others, and their workmen which were received by the Central 
Government on 29.11.2018. 


[No. L-12011/05/2018-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNAL-CUM LABOUR 
COURT No.I: ROOM No.SII, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - IIO 075 


ID No. 213/2018 


Shri Kanchan Walia, 

B-82, U‘ Floor, Ganesh Nagar, 

Pandav Nagar Complex, 

Delhi - 110 092 .. .Workman 


Versus 


1. The Deputy General Manager, 
State Bank of India, 

DAO-1, U‘Floor, 

Delhi Administrative Office-1, 
11 Parliament Street, 

New Delhi - 110001 

2. The Regional Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

RBO-3, 3"“^ Floor, 

Block A, Delhi Zonal Office, 

11 Parliament Street, 

New Delhi - 110 001 


...Management 
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AWARD 

In the present case, a reference was received vide letter No.L-1201 l/05/2018-IR(B-I) dated 10.07.2018 under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and Section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act) for 
adjudication of an industrial disputes, terms of which are as under: 

“Whether the action of the management of SBI, regarding punishment of ‘removal from service’ awarded on 
Smt. Kanchan Walia, Special Assistant, State Bank of India, Ghonda Branch, Delhi is just, fair and proper? If 
not, whether she is entitled for reinstatement with back wages and continuity of service ? ’ ’ 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the party/ies raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt of 
the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given, Smt. Kanchan Walia, the workman, opted not to file her claim statement with the Tribunal. 

3. Eurther, on receipt of the above reference, notice was also sent to the workman as well as the management. 
Neither the postal article, referred above, was received back undelivered nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected during the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that 
the above notice was served upon the workman. Despite service of the notice, the workman opted to abstain from the 
proceedings. No claim statement was filed on her behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in 
adjudication of the reference on merits. 

4. Since the workman has neither put in her appearance nor has she led any evidence so as to prove her cause 
against the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. 
However, it will not debar the claimant from seeking relief afresh as there is no adjudication of the reference on merits. 
An award is, accordingly, passed. Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 

Dated : November 28, 2018 


A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18* December, 2018 

S.O. 25. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.122/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court -1, 
New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Director General, 
CPWD Office New Delhi , & Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central Government on 17.12.18. 

[No. L-42011/85/2013-IR (DU)] 

RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No. I: ROOM No. 5II, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - IIO 075 

ID No.122/2013 

Smt. Tara Devi W/o Late Shri Prem Nath Manjhi, through 
All India Central PWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan (Regd.), 

House No.4823, Gali No.l3, 

Balbir Nagar Extension, Shahdara, 

Delhi - 110 032 .. .Workman 


Versus 


The Director General (Works), 

Central Public Works Department, 

Nirman Bhawan, 

New Delhi - 110 001 

The Executive Engineer, 

CD - IV, CPWD, lARI, Pusa, 

New Delhi .. .Management 


AWARD 

A reference was received from Ministry of Labour and Employment vide Order No.L-4201 l/85/2013-IR(DU) 
dated 04.09.2013/06.09.2013 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as under: 

‘Whether the demand of the union to regularize the services of the deceased workman late Shri Prem Nath 
Manjhi from the same date from which his juniors have been granted regularization and release of consequential 
benefits including, pension and other retirement benefits as per the rules applicable to regular workmen is legal 
and unjustified? To what relief the widow/legal heir of the deceased workman are entitled to and what 
directions are necessary in this respect?’ 

2. Claim statement was filed by Ms. Tara Devi, W/o late Shri Prem Nath Manjhi (in short the claimant) wherein it 
is averred that late Shri Prem Nath Manjhi (in short the late workman) was initially appointed as beldar on 16.08.1988 on 
muster roll. He expired on 27.04.2008 after have put in 19 years and 8 months of regular service on muster roll. 
Management had granted temporary status to the late workman with effect from 01.09.1993. As per the temporary status 
scheme 50% service on muster roll is to be counted for pensionary benefits after regularization. As per the provisions of 
CPWD manual and scheme of temporary status, the late workman was entitled for regularization of service after 
completion of 2 years continuous service from date of his initial date of appointment on hand receipt. In spite of having 
sufficient sanctioned vacant posts of beldars during the service of the late claimant, the late workman was not regularized 
against the said post though juniors to him were regularized with effect from 27.11.2001 and 05.08.2002. Services of the 
claimant were regularized on 11.12.2006 under one time relaxation scheme framed by the Department and which was 
available to those workmen who have completed more than 10 years of regular service in the Department on the 
directions of Hon’ble Supreme Court of India. Though the management has made payment of gratuity to the wife of the 
late workman on account of his death yet she has not been granted pensionary benefits. Denial of regularization to the 
late workman from the date when junior to him were regularized, amounts to unfair labour practice and discrimination. 
The late workman was a member of the Sangathan and the claimant, his widow, has consented for taking up the case of 
her late husband. Einally, it has been prayed that the late workman may be regularized from the date when his juniors 
were regularized and for grant of terminal and pensionary benefits to the claimant. 

3. Claim was demurred by the management by taking various preliminary objections, inter alia of the absence of 
an industrial dispute, concealment of material facts etc. On merits, it has been stated that the juniors to the late 
workman, i.e. Shri Randhir Singh, Shri Ram Prasad Tiwari and Shri Kalu Ram were regularized as per directions of 
CAT, Principal bench. New Delhi. The management has denied the other material averments contained in the statement 
of claim. Einally, it has been prayed that the claim may be dismissed. 

4. Against this factual background, my learned predecessor on the basis of pleadings of the parties, vide order 
dated 16.01.2014, noted that no other issue than the one referred or adjudication by the appropriate Government is made 
out. Thereafter, the case was listed for evidence of the claimant. The claimant, in order to prove her case against the 
management, examined herself as WWl and tendered in evidence her affidavit Ex.WWl/A. She also relied on 
documents Ex.WWl/1 to Ex.WWl/5. However, during the course of her cross examination, settlement was tried 
between the parties and finally it was stated by the management that a new order of DOPT regarding grant of pension has 
been issued and the case of the claimant was stated to be duly covered under said order. Management also filed letter 
dated 06.01.2018 Ex.P-1 wherein the services of the claimant have been regularized on the post of beldar in the scale of 
Rs.5200-20200 with grade pay of Rs.l600 with effect from 11.12.2006 vide order No.10 (1)/SE-Circle (Electrical)/E- 
4/2038 dated 11.09.2011. 
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5. As a sequel to my above discussions, it is held that since late Shri Prem Nath Manjhi has been regularized with 

effect from 11.12.2006, the same date from which his juniors have been granted regularization, management is directed 
to release all consequential benefits including pension and other retirement benefits as per the rules applicable to regular 
workmen. It is further held that widow/legal heirs is entitled to the retirral benefits of her late husband. An award is 
accordingly passed. Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18* December, 2018 

S.O. 26. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 63/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-1, 
New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to M/s. Bharti Airtal 
Services Ltd. , and others, and their workmen which were received by the Central Government on 31.10.2018. 

[No. L-40011/47/2015-IR (DU)] 

RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No. I: ROOM No. 511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

ID No.63/2016 


Shri Ramesh Kumar Yadav S/o Shri Ganga Prasad Yadav, through 
Samast Delhi Karamchari Union (Regd.), 

Affiliated to Bhartiya Mazdoor Sangh, 

52C, Okhla Industrial Area, Phase 3, 

New Delhi - 110 020 ...Workman 

Versus 


1. M/s. Bharti Airtel Services Ltd., 

234, Okhla Industrial Estate, Phase 3, 

New Delhi 110020 

2. The Managing Director, 

M/s. Johnsons Control (I) Pvt. Ltd. 

Ground Floor, Plot No.A4 & A5, 

Logix Soft Tel Pvt. Ltd. Building, 

Sector 16, NOIDA, 

Gautam Budh Nagar, Uttar Pradesh 

3. The Managing Director, 

M/s. ACE Facility Management Pvt. Ltd., 

HR/36/2, 60 Ft. Road, Pul Prahaladpur, 

New Delhi - 110 044 .. .Managements 
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AWARD 

A reference was received from Ministry of Labour and Employment vide Order No.L-4001 l/47/2015-IR(DU) 
dated 07.01.2016/13.01.2016 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as under: 

‘Whether the claim of the workman Shri Ramesh Kumar Yadav S/o Shri Ganga Prasad Yadav for regularization 
of his service with the managements of Bharti Airtel Limited alongwith the payment of all legal dues is legal 
and justified and if so, what directions are necessary in this respect?’ 

2. Shri Ramesh Kumar Yadav filed his statement of claim stating that he was employed by M/s Bharti Airtel 

Limited in their parking as Driver/Parking Boy on 01.12.2006 where he worked with dedication and sincerity. He was 
working under the direct control and supervision of M/s Bharti Airtel Limited continuously till 2011. Later on, without 
any notice to the claimant he was placed on pay rolls of various contractors. On objecting to this practice, the claimant 
was threatened to be thrown out and also informed that only his salary would be paid through contractor. M/s ACE 
Eacility management Pvt. Ltd. took 12 hours of job at a monthly wage of Rs.10,081.00 deprived his of various leaves, 
bonus etc. which clearly amounts to unfair labour practice. A complaint was also filed before this Tribunal for payment 
of the dues etc. Initially, the principal employer. M/s Bharti Airtel Ltd. was paying salary, overtime, yearly leaves, bonus 
etc. In 2011, without the notice of the claimant, he was being paid his salary through the contractor. Demand notice was 
also sent to the management in this regard on 16.04.2014 and 15.07.2014. However, no response was received from the 
management. Finally, it has been prayed that the claimant may be regularized with all consequential benefits. 

2. Claim was resisted by M/s Bharti Airtel Ltd. taking various preliminary objections, inter alia of approaching the 
court with unclean hands, facts being distorted, non-espousal, concealment of facts etc. On merits, it is admitted that the 
management had engaged the services of M/s CBRE South Asia Private Ltd. (earlier known as M/s Johnsons Controls 
India Pvt. Ltd. ) for certain permissible services rendered by it and have no nexus with the workforce of CBRE South 
Asia Pvt. Ltd. M/s Bharti Airtel has denied the material averments contained in the statement of claim. 

3. No reply was filed by M/s Johnsons Control (I) Pvt. Ltd. and M/s ACE Facility Management Pvt. Ltd., who 
were proceeded ex-parte on 05.01.2017. 

4. From the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed by this Tribunal on 04.07.2017 : 

(i) Whether there is no relationship of employer and employee between the claimant and M/s. Bharti Airtel Limited 
management No. 17 

(ii) Where is no espousal of the case, as alleged by the management? 

(iii) In terms of reference 

5. Thereafter, the case was listed for evidence of the claimant and the case was listed on 24.10.2018. In the 
meanwhile, parties stated that they have settled the matter amicably and there remains no occasion to adjudicate the 
issues referred above. 

7. Claimant made a statement to the effect that he is willing to accept Rs.2,40,000.00 from M/s ACE Facility 
Management Pvt. Ltd. towards full and final settlement of his claim for reinstatement in service, other benefits etc., if 
any. Now, the claimant does not have any surviving dispute with any of the managements and the matter has been 
disposed of amicably between the parties. Statement of the claimant has been separately recorded. The receipt of full 
and final settlement, Ex.C-I, shall form integral part of the award. An award is, accordingly, passed. It be sent to the 
appropriate Government for publication. 

Dated : October 29, 2018 

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18* December, 2018 

S.O. 27. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.268/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-1, 
New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the M/s. Bharti Airtal 
Services Ltd., and others, and their workmen which were received by the Central Government on 31.10.2018. 

[No. L-42025/03/2018-IR (DU)] 

RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No. 1: ROOM No . 511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 


ID No.268/2017 


Shri Nagendra Kumar, through 
General Mazdoor Union, 

B-89, Gulmohar Park, 

New Delhi - 110049 .. .Workman 


Versus 


Bharti Airtel Services Ltd., 

Through, 

The Director, 

Plot No.234, Okhla Industrial Estate, Phase 111, 

New Delhi 110020 .. .Management 

AWARD 

Present dispute has been raised by Shri Nagendra Prasad (in short the workman) under the provisions of sub¬ 
section (2) of section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). A period of 45 days stood expired from 
the date of making his application before the Conciliation Officer. Sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act empowers 
him to file a dispute before this Tribunal, without being referred by the appropriate Government. His contention stands 
substantiated by the provisions of sub-section (2) of section 2-A of the Act. Workman has been given a right by the Act 
to approach this Tribunal in case of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of her service, without a 
dispute being referred by the appropriate Government under sub-section (1) of section 10 of the Act. Since dispute was 
within the period of limitation, as enacted by sub section (3), and answered requirements of sub-section (2) of section 2- 
A of the Act, it was registered as an industrial dispute, even without being referred for adjudication by the appropriate 
Government, under section 10(1) (d) of the Act. 

2. Claim was filed by the claimant that he was working as Technician with M/s Bharti Airtel Services Limited 
since 01.05.2008. His last drawn wages was Rs.24,535.00 per month. He was given a glorified designation of Officer S- 
4 though he has not powers of officer, to sign cheques, to appoint or remove anyone. Prior to appointing the claimant, 
management took trade test as well as interview. During the interview, it was specifically informed to the claimant that 
he would be placed in Delhi. Management was adopting unfair labour practice such as changing service conditions like 
changing permanent employees to contact employee status, forcing permanent employees to resign from job etc. In July 
2016, management pressurized the claimant to resign. Since he refused to do so, management threatened to post him to a 
faraway place, though his appointment letter does not contain any transfer clause. However, with intention to harass the 
claimant, transfer order was sent to him through e-mail. On 09.08.2016 when the claimant reported for duties he was 
given a transfer letter with instructions to report at Dimapur. Demand notice was sent to the management on 10.08.2016 
to allow him to continue his duties at Delhi but the management did not heed to his request. On 16.08.2016, the claimant 
performed his duties at Delhi. On 17.08.2016 when the claimant reported for duties, he was informed by the Security 
Guard that there is an order from the management to not to allow him to enter the company premises. On contacting the 
management personnel, the claimant was informed that his name has been struck off from the rolls of the company at 
Delhi and that he should report at Dimapur. The above acts of the management is illegal, malafide and amounts to 
victimization. Finally, it has been prayed that the transfer order be termed illegal and direct the management to take the 
claimant back at Delhi. 

3. Written statement was filed by the management wherein various preliminary objections, inter alia that the relief 
sought is beyond the jurisdiction of this Tribunal, transfer of an employee being inherent right of an employer, non 
espousal etc. The management has denied the material averments contained in the statement of claim 

4. From the records, it emerged that in fact the case of the claimant it that of his transfer from Delhi to Dimapur. 
The case has been wrongly registered under 2-A of the Act as it is not a case of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment of 
otherwise termination of the service of the claimant. Concededly, provisions of Section 2-A can be pressed into service 
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only when the service of a workman is terminated or he is discharged/dismissed or retrenched from service. Section 2-A 
cannot be availed in case of transfer of a workman. Statement of Shri Mohan Nair, A/R for the claimant has been 
recorded separately that he neither wants to prosecute his claim nor does he want to lead any evidence in support of his 
claim. Hence, the claim petition is, hereby, dismissed. An award is, accordingly, passed. Let it be sent for publication 
as required under section 17 of the Act. 

Dated ; October 29, 2018 


A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18* December, 2018 

S.O. 28. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.76/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-1, 
New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Administrative 
Officer, All India Institute Of Medical Sciences, and others, and their workmen which were received by the Central 
Government on 29.11.2018. 


[No. L-42012/22I/20I5-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No. I: ROOM No. 511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - 110 075 

ID No.76/2016 

Shri Vidya Nand Sharma S/o late Shri Uday Narain Sharma, 

R/o F-48, Lado Sarai, 

New Delhi 110 030 .. .Workman 


Versus 


(i) The Administrative Officer, 

All India Institute of Medical Sciences 
Ansari Nagar, 

New Delhi 110 029 

(ii) M/s. Sulabh International Social Service Organization, 

Sulabh Bhawan, Mahavir Enclave, RZ-83, 

Palam - Dabri Road, 

New Delhi - 110 045 .. .Managements 


AWARD 

A reference was received from Central Government under Clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act), by this Tribunal, vide letter No.L-42012/221/2015- 
IR(DU) dated 04.01.2016, for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as under: 

“Whether the claim of the workman Shri Vidya Nand Sharma S/o late Uday Narain Sharma to be reinstated in 
service on the roll of AIIMS with effect from 20.09.2009 with consequential benefits i.e. DA, HRA, etc. as 





176 


THE GAZETTE OE INDIA : JANUARY 5, 20I9/PAUSA 15, 1940 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


admissible to the regular employees of cafeteria in AIIMS is legal and justified and if so what relief the 
workman is entitled to and what directions are necessary in this respect?’ ’ 

2. Shri Vidya Nand Sharma, the claimant, filed his statement of claim wherein it is averred that he was orally 
appointed by the General Manager, Cafeteria All India Institute of Medical Sciences, alongwith various other employees. 
No appointment letter was issued by the management. All of a sudden, without any notice or memorandum claimant was 
removed from service. Nature of the duty of the claimant is on regular basis with effect from 25.01.2008 as an Assistant 
Manager cum Storekeeper continuously without any technical break. Hence, the claimant is entitled for the regular pay 
scale as the work carried/performed is regular nature, which is being performed by other cafeteria employees of All India 
Institute of Medical Sciences, i.e. pay scale of Rs.5200 + 20,200 + 2400 with grade pay of Rs.2400. Claimant has 
averred that he is also entitled for dearness allowance, house rent, CCA, patient care allowance, leave benefits etc. equal 
to the similarly placed employees with effect from Eebruary’08. Finally it has been prayed that the claimant may be 
extended the above benefits as holding the post of Assistant Manager. 

3. Reply was filed on behalf of M/s Sulabh International Social Service Organization averring that the complaint is 
not maintainable nor fit to be taken cognizance of. Initially complaint was against All India Institute of Medical Sciences 
but subsequently M/s Sulabh International Social Service Organization was added as one of the contesting management. 
During the conciliation, it was specifically conceded by the claimant before the Ed. Assistant Labour 
Commissioner(Central) that he has no grievance or dispute against M/s Sulabh International Social Service Organization. 
Hence, the instant complaint is fit to be rejected. 

3. Initially despite affording of several opportunities. All India Institute of Medical Sciences failed to file their 
written statement and hence were proceeded ex-parte, which was later on recalled on an application filed by them. 
Written statement was filed on behalf of All India Institute of Medical Sciences, taking various preliminary objections of 
the claim being illegal, invalid and unsustainable, the claimant never being appointed by AIIMS. Earlier the claimant had 
approached the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi and the matter was compromised between the parties by payment of 
Rs. 6 lakh. Thereafter the claimant filed an application under Section 20(i) of Minimum Wages Act in which a claim of 
Rs.3,70,590.00 was made and the said application was disposed of by the Ld. Judge Evening Court No.2, Patiala House 
Court vide order dated 21.08.2015. Hence the case is hit by principle of res-judicata, estoppel and laches. Finally, it is 
prayed that the claim petition may be dismissed. 

4. Thereafter, case was listed for filing of rejoinder. In the meanwhile, it was brought to the notice of this Tribunal 
that the claimant has since expired. It is pertinent to mention here that the claimant was fighting the case himself and no 
legal heir has come forward to pursue the case. In such circumstances, this Tribunal is left with no alternative but to pass 
a ‘no dispute’ award. An award is, accordingly, passed. Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as 
required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 

Dated : November 26, 2018 

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18* December, 2018 

S.O. 29.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.101/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-1, 
New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Managrment of 
Central Board Of Irrigation & Power, & Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central Government on 
29.11.2018. 


[No. L-42012/07/2015-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAVTAR CHAND DOGRA : PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No. 1, DWARKA COURTS COMPLEX : NEW DELHI 


ID No. 101/2015 


Shri Mohan Lai, 

S/o. Late Shri Prabhu Dayal, 
through Shri Vinay Kumar 
Chamber No.B-93, BGS Block, 

Tis Hazari Courts, 

Delhi 110054 ...Workman/Claiman 

Versus 

1. The Management of Central Board of Irrigation & Power, 

Through its Secretary, Malcha Marg, 

Chankyapuri, New Delhi. 

2. Ministry of Water Resoures, 

New Delhi -110001. .Management 

AWARD 

This Award shall dispose of a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the appropriate Government vide 
letter No. L-42012/07/2015-IR(DU) dated 05.03.2015 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as 
under:— 


‘Whether the termination of Shri Mohan Lai s/o. Shri Prabhu Dayal, who was appointed by the management of 
Central Board of Irrigation & Power as Mali (attendant) on 23.3.2006 after the death of his father considering 
the request of appointment on compassionate grounds w.e.f. 1.5.2007 is illegal and unjustified and if so, what 
relief is the claimant to and what directions are necessary in this respect ?’ 

2. Both parties were put to notice and the claimant. The claimant Mohan Lai filed his statement of claim, with the 
averments that his father Shri Prabhu Lai was appointed by the Management on the post of Mali vide appointment letter 
dated 10/2/1982 and was a permanent employee. His father expired on 24/1/2005 due to heart-attack while on duty. 
After the death of Shri Prabhu Dayal, his son Mohan Lai through his mother Smt. Ram Pyari moved an application dated 
12/4/2005 for appointment on compassionate grounds. The Management duly considered the said application & the 
claimant Mohan Lai was appointed as Attendant/Maali vide office order dated 12/10/2006 on temporary basis, initially 
for six months which period was extended time and again. It has been pleaded that the claimant had uninterrupted and 
unblemished service record to his credit. In the month of March,2007 instead of confirming the workman/claimant or 
giving him further extension, the Management started compelling him to work through contractor and when he refused to 
mark his attendance through the contractor, he was not being allowed by the Management to enter into the premises and 
even his salary for the month of April, 2007 was withheld. Ultimately services of the workman were terminated illegally 
by the Management w.e.f. 1/5/2007 without following the principle of natural justice, though he was working on a job of 
regular and permanent nature, which is continuing with the Management. A civil suit bearing CS No.786/13 was filed by 
the workman wherein liberty was granted to the workman vide order dated 10/9/2013 to approach the Labour Court 
against illegal termination. The workman is totally unemployed since his termination. As such action of the 
management in terminating the services of the workman amounts to unfair labour practice inasmuch as no notice or 
notice pay was given to him at the time of termination of his services. Prayer has been made for reinstatement of the 
workman into service with full back wages alongwith all consequential benefits. 

3. The claim petition has been resisted by the Management No.l who filed its written statement and took 
preliminary objections that the claim petition before this Tribunal is not maintainable as the Management No.l is not an 
instrumentality of State or Central Government. There never existed any employer-employee relationship between the 
parties and that the claimant has not worked for 240 days in a calendar year and as such the claimant has no locus standi 
to file the present claim petition.. While denying the allegations of the claimant that his father Shri Prabhu Dayal was 
permanent employee of the Management, it has been alleged that father of the claimant was appointed we..f. 10/2/1983 
only for six months but date of his death is not in the knowledge of the Management. It has been denied that the father of 
claimant namely Shri Prabhu Dayal was a permanent employee of the Management and that claimant could never be 
appointed against the permanent post. There was no permanent post of Maali in the establishment of the Management 
and accordingly, the claimant was engaged only on temporary basis for six months at a consolidated salary of Rs.4000/- 
per month. It has been denied that the salary for the month of April, 2017 has not been given to the claimant. Since the 
claimant was never a regular employee, as such question of termination of his services on any date did not arise. Prayer 
has been made for dismissal of the claim petition. 

4. The claimant/workman filed rejoinder wherein he denied all the allegations made by the Management and 
reiterated his own case as set up in the claim petition. 
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5. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed on 10/3/2016 

i) Whether this Tribunal does not have jurisdiction/authority to decide the matter as alleged ? 

ii) As in terms of reference ? 

6. The Claimant in support of his case examined himself as W.W.l and tendered his affidavit Ex.WWl/A alongwith 
documents Ex.WWl/1 to WWl/14. 

7. On the other hand, the Management in order to rebut the case of the claimant examined one Shri P.P. Wahi, 
Director (IT) as MWl who tendered his evidence by way of affidavit Ex.MWl/A alongwith documents Ex.MWl/1. 

8. I have carefully gone through the evidence adduced on record by both the parties and have give my thoughtful 
consideration to rival contentions of the parties counsel. 

Issue No.l :— 

9. Learned A/R for the Management No.l vehementally argued that this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain 
the claim petition since the Management No.l -Board viz. Central Board of Irrigation & Power is not an instrumentality 
of State or Central Government rather it is a Society registered under the Societies Registration Act. She submitted that 
Hon’ble High Court vide order dated 18/9/2013 in W.P.() No.334/1998 and others writ petitions filed by the workers of 
the Management has held that the Board/Management No.l is not an instrumentality of State under Article 12 of the 
Constitution of India, as the said Board is not performing public functions/public duties. As such, the reference is not 
legally maintainable. 

10. Per-contra, learned A/R for the workman submitted that this Tribunal has all powers to adjudicate and decide 
the Reference which has been made by the Appropriate Government under the provisions of the Act and moreso the 
Management -Board being a registered Society is an “industry” as defined under Section 2(j) of the Act. 

11. The workman/claimant was admittedly engaged by the Management No.l - may be on temporary basis, on the 
job of Maali (Attendant) and this fact is also borne out from the documents Ex. Ex.WWl/6 (offer of appointment) and 
Ex.WWl/7 (letter of appointment) issued by the Management No.l. As such, the claimant is a workman, within the 
meaning of Section 2(s) of the Act. It is noteable that the definition of “workman does” not make any distinction 
between full time and part time employee or a person appointed on contract basis. There is nothing in the plain language 
of Section 2(s) from which it can be inferred that only person employed on regular basis or a person employed for doing 
whole time job is a workman and the one employed on temporary, part time or contract basis on fixed wages or as a 
casual employee or for doing duty for fixed hours in not a workman. Reference may be made to the decision of Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in the case of Davinder Singh Vs. Municipal Council Sanaur, AIR 2011 (SC 2532). 

12. Just because the Management No. 1-Board is a Society registered under the Societies Registration Act, it will 
be improper to say that it is not an “industry”. I may mention that the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Bangalore 
Water Supply & Sewage Board Vs. A. Raiappa AIR 1978 SC 548 dealt at length with the ambit and scope of 
expression “industry” as defined under Section 2(j) of the Act and held as under :— 

“(a) Where a complex of activities, some of which qualify for exemption, other not involves employees on the 
total undertaking some of whom are not “workman” as in the University of Delhi case (supra) or some 
departments are not productive of goods and services, if isolated, even then the predominant nature of the 
services and integrated nature of the departments as explained in the Corporation of Nagpur (supra) will be the 
true test. The whole undertaking will be “industry” although those who are not “workmen” by definition may 
not benefit by the statue. 

(b) Notwithstanding the previous clauses, sovereign functions strictly understood (alone) qualify for 
exemption, not the welfare activities or economic adventures undertaken by the Government or Statutory 
bodies. 

( c) Even in departments discharging sovereign functions, if there are units which are industries and they are 
substantially severable, they can be considered to come within Section 2(j). 

(d) Constitutional and competently enacted legislative provisions may well remove from the scope of the 
Act, categories which otherwise may be covered thereby 

(e) We overrule Safdarjung (supra). Solicitors’ case(supra),Gymkhana (supra, Delhi University (supra) 
Dhanrajgiri Hospital (supra) and other ruling whose ratio run counter to the principles enunciated above 
and Hospital Mazdoor Sabha (supra) is hereby rehabilitated.” 

13. In view of the law enunciated by the Apex Court, as discussed above, I am of the considered view that 
Management No.l-Board is an “industry” within the definition of Section 2(j) of the Act qua the claimant/workman who 
was simply working as Maali (Attendant). 

14. I may mention that since Delhi is a Union Territory, the reference for adjudication of Industrial Dispute can be 
made either by the Central Government or by the State Government in terms of Rule 2(f) of the Industrial Disputes 
(Central) Rules, 1957. To this view I am fortified with the decision in the case of Kanhaiya Lai Vs. Union of India, 
2007 (II3) FLR 770, Furthermore, the nomenclature of the Management No. 1 viz. Central Board of Irrigation & Power 
(CBIP) is such that even a prudent man may think it is an institution of the Government. A “workman” doing a mineal 
job is not expected to exactly know the intracacies about the constitution of the Management Board or to exactly know as 
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to whether it is simply a Society under the Societies Registration Act or the department/estahlishment of the Government. 
It is a matter of record that in the civil suit filed by the claimant herein, the Management had taken a preliminary 
objection about the maintainability of the civil suit and the said suit was disposed by learned Civil Judge, granting liberty 
to the claimant to approach the Labour Court. Thereafter the claimant had approached the Conciliation Officer and the 
proceedings before the said forum culminated into the present reference. Law is well settled that when a reference has 
been received by the Industrial Tribunal from the Appropriate Government, it has to decide such a reference on merits. 
The Tribunal can not go into the validity of the reference. Furthermore, in the instant case, the Management No.2 viz. 
Ministry of Water Resources, Govt, of India, New Delhi has also been impleaded as a party to the claim petition and the 
said Ministry is functioning under Government of India. 

15. In view of the aforesaid discussion coupled with the fact that the claimant is “workman” & the Management is 
an “industry” within the definitions as provided in the Act, this Tribunal is of the considered view that the present 
reference having been made to this Tribunal by the appropriate Government is legally maintainable and that this Tribunal 
has got jurisdiction to decide the matter in accordance with law. This issue is accordingly decided in favour of the 
claimant and against the Management No. 1. 

Issue No.2 :— 

16. From the pleading of the parties and evidence adduced on record, particularly the documents Ex.WWl/6 (offer 
of appointment) and Ex.WWl/7 (letter of appointment) issued by the Management No.l, it is evident that the claimant 
Miohan Lai was appointed by Management No.l purely on temporary basis as Attendant (Mali) for a period of six 
months w.e.f. 29/9/2006 to 28/3/2017 on a consolidated salary of Rs.4000/- per month, with reference to his application 
dated 22/3/2006 for employment on compassionate grounds after the death of his father Shri Prabhu Dayal. It was 
stipulated in the said Offer of appointment (Ex.WW 1/6) that the appointment is on purely temporary basis for a period 
of 6 months initially. Eurther extension may be considered subject to satisfactory performance and pursuant thereto, 
appointment letter Ex. WWl/7 was issued. Ex.WWl/8 is the copy of the identity card of Shri Prabhu Dayal showing 
that he was working as Head Mali with the Management No.l prior to his death. The said identity card has been issued 
on 1/4/2004 and was valid upto 31/8/2017. Ex.WWl/10 is the copy of pay slip of the said Shri Prabhu Dayal for the 
month of November, 2004. In the light of documents Ex.WWl/8 & Ex.WWl/0, it does not lie in the mouth of the 
Management No.l to allege that Shri Prabhu Dayal - father of the claimant was not its permanent employee and that the 
claimant could never be appointed on compassionate ground. Pactum of death of Shri Prabhu Dayal on 24/1/2005 is 
proved from the death certificate Ex.WWl/9. Undisputedly the claimant started working with the Management w.e.f. 
29/9/2016 though appointment letter Ex.WWl/7 was issued on 12/10/2006 for a period of six months upto 28/3/2017. 
MWl PP Wahi - witness of the Management stated in his cross examination that the claimant worked with the 
Management from 12/10/2006 to March, 2007. The claimant has specifically pleaded and deposed in his affidavit 
Ex.WW 1/ A that in the month of March, 2007 instead of confirming or giving him further extension, the Management 
started compelling him to work through contractor and the Management also did not allow him to mark his attendance 
and even his salary for the month of April, 2007 was withheld. Ultimately his services were terminated illegally by the 
Management w.e.f. 1/5/2007 without following the principle of natural justice, though he was working on a job of regular 
and permanent nature, which is continuing with the Management. 

17. Even if version of the claimant is accepted in toto, it can be summerised that the workman/claimant worked 
with the Management only for a limited period i.e. from 29/9/2006 to 30/4/2007. Thus, it is very much evident that the 
claimant had not at all rendered continuous service of 240 days in any calendar year or in preceding 12 months from the 
date of his disengagement/ alleged illegal termination/retrenchment on 1/5/2007 As such, provisions of Section 25-P of 
the Act are at all not attracted in this case. 

18. It is undisputed fact that the workman was working as Attendant/Maali with the Management. MWl Shri PP 
Wahi has admitted in his cross examination that at present they have engaged an attendant through Private Contractor 
which shows that the job of the claimant to which was working was/is of a regular and perennial nature. The 
Management has not adduced any evidence on record to show that his services were discontinued either as a punishment 
inflicted upon him or due to unsatisfactory performance of the claimant. As such, this Tribunal has no hesitation to hold 
that non-engagement of the claimant with effect from 1/5/2007 amounts to retrenchment. 

19. Although the workman was working on daily wage basis and had not completed 240 days in any calendar year 
prior to his disengagement/ retrenchment on 1/5/2007, yet it was imperative upon the Management to comply with the 
provisions of Section 25-G of the Act i.e. to say to apply the principle of “last in, first out/go” (LIEO method) while 
retrenching/terminating the services of the workmen concerned. Eor the purpose of applying the aforesaid principle as 
required under Section 25-G of the Act, the Management was required to maintain a list of all such workers whether 
employed on a daily wage basis or otherwise for short periods of time, so as to ascertain as to who (workman) was/is 
required to be retrenched first and so on if circumstances so warrant. It is evident from the testimony of MWl PP Wahi 
that at present the Management has engaged an attendant through Private Contractor. This shows that the Management 
retrenched the services of the workman/claimant in violation of the provisions of Section 25-G of the Act. As such, the 
action of the Management in terminating/retrenching the services of workman w.e.f. 1/5/2007 can not held to be legal 
and justified. 

20. Now the crucial question for consideration is whether the claimant is entitled to any incidental relief of payment 
of back wages and/or reinstatement of service. The claimant in the pleading as well as in his testimony has stated that he 
is unemployed since after his termination. The Management has not adduced any evidence to show that the claimant is 
gainfully employed somewhere else or that he is in a position to make his both ends meet by doing any work. Even if it 
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is assumed that the claimant is doing some intermittent or adhoc work to make his both ends meet, that would not itself 
amount to gainful employment. But at the same time this Tribunal can not ignore the fact that the workman was 
just working on casual/temporary basis as Attendant/Maali and has worked with the Management only for about 
six months or so. Latest trend itself discernahle from the various pronouncements made by the Hon’hle Apex 
Court is that when a person has been engaged on daily wage basis or for doing temporary kinds of work, in that 
situation full hack wages are not to be awarded. There are number of factors which are required to be 
considered by the Tribunal while considering the question of reinstatement with hack wages. 

21. Hon’ble Apex Court in the matter reported as .Taipur Development Authority Versus Ramasahai, (2006) 11 
see 684 observed as under 

“However, even assuming that there had been a violation of Section 25-G and 25-H of the Act, but the same by 
itself, in our opinion, would not mean that the Labour Court should have passed an award of reinstatement with 
entire back wages. This Court time and again has held that the jurisdiction under Section 11-A must be 
exercised judiciously. The workman must be employed by State within the meaning of Article 12 of the 
Constitution of India, having regard to the doctrine of public employment. It is also required to recruit 
employees in terms of the provisions of the rules for recruitment framed by it. The respondent had not regularly 
served the appellant. The job was not of perennial nature. There was nothing to show that he, when his services 
were terminated, any person who was junior to him in the same category, had been retained. His services were 
dispensed with as early as in 1987. It would not be proper to direct his reinstatement with back wages We, 
therefore, are of the opinion that interest of justice would be subserved if instead and in place of reinstatement of 
his services, a sum of Rs. 75,000/- is awarded to be respondent by way of compensation as has been done by 
this Court in a number of its judgements..”. 


22. It has been held in the case of Hari Nandan Prasad Vs. Eood Corporation of India (2014) 7 Supreme Court cases 
190 as under 

“ Relief by way of reinstatement with back wages is not automatic and may be wholly inappropriate in a given 
fact situation even though the termination of an employee is in contravention of the prescribed procedure. 
Compensation instead of reinstatement has been held to meet the ends of justice. An order of retrenchment 
passed in violation of Section 25-F although may be set aside but an award of reinstatement should not, 
however, automatically passed. The award of reinstatement with full back wages in a case where the workman 
has completed 240 days of work in a year preceding the date of termination, particularly daily wages has not 
been found to be proper by the Supreme Court and instead compensation has been awarded. The Supreme 
Court has distinguished between a daily wager who does not hold a post and a permanent employee. The 
reasons for denying the relief of reinstatement in such cases are obvious. It is trite law that when the termination 
is found to be illegal, because of non payment of retrenchment compensation and notice pay as mandatorily 
required under Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, even after reinstatement, it is always open to the 
management to terminate the services of that employee by paying him the retrenchment compensation.” 

23. Having regard to the recent judicial trends and duration of service rendered by the claimant, an amount of 
Rs. 1 lakh (Rupees One Lakh) appears to be just and reasonable, and the same is payable to the claimant herein by the 
Management. In case this compensation amount is not paid within two months from the date of publication of this 
Award, then the claimant will be entitled to recover the same alongwith interest @ 6% per annum from the date of award 
till realization. Award is passed accordingly. 

Dated :28.11.2018 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18* December, 2018 

S.O. 30. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.144/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-1, 
New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Managrment, 
M/s. ADECCO Indian Pvt. Ltd., and others, and their workmen which were received by the Central Government on 
29.11.2018. 


[No. L-42012/118/2015-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAVTAR CHAND DOGRA : PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No.I, DWARKA COURTS COMPLEX : NEW DELHI 

ID No. 144/2015 


Shri Vishwa Mohan Das 
S/o. Shri Vishwa Nandan Das, 

A-92, Okha Phase II, 

New Delhi 110020. ... Workman/Claimant 


Versus 

1. The Management 

M/s. ADECCO Indian Pvt. Ltd. 

Plot No.I 1, G Block, Hauz Khas Market, 3'^'^ Floor, 

New Delhi 110016. 

2. The Management, 

M/s. Sistema Shyam Teleservices Ltd. (MTS), 

A-194, Oklhla Phase-I, 

New Delhi 110020. ...Management 


AWARD 

This award shall dispose of a reference which was made to this Tribunal vide letter No. L-42012/118/2015- 
IR(DU) dated 17.06.2015 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as under :— 

‘Whether the services of the workman Shri Vishwa Mohan Das s/o. Shri Vishwa Nandan Das has been 
terminated illegally and.or unjustifiably by the management and if so, to what relief is the workman entitled and 
what directions are necessary in this respect ?’ 

2. Parties to the dispute were put to notice and the claimant/workman, Vishwa Mohan Das filed his statement of 
claim, with the averments that the workman was working as Marketing Boy with the Management w.e.f. 15/11/2013 and 
his last drawn wages were Rs. 10500/-. He was working with honesty and sincerity. He was appointed for one year as 
per agreement but his services without any notice or charge-sheet were terminated illegally by the Management on 
18/1/2014. Claimant is entitled for wages of 10 months as per agreement. A demand letter dated 20/3/2014 was sent by 
him to the Management but to no response. Then he approached the Conciliation Officer but to no avail. It has been 
alleged that the Management had got his signatures on blank papers in illegal manner. It has been stated that the 
workman is unemployed and has no source of income since the date of his illegal termination, though he made efforts to 
find out the job. Prayer has been made for reinstatement into service with full back wages and all facilities w.e.f. 
18/1/2014. 

3. Management No.I M/s Adecco India Pvt. Ltd. resisted the claim of the claimant and filed written statement 
mainly on the grounds that workman was selected for the post of Enterprise-DST on fixed term contract and he was 
deputed with the Management No.2 and after joining on 15/11/2013, the workman worked tilll6/l/2014, though contract 
period was one year only. The Management No.I issued a letter dated 22/1/2014 to the workman for not attending his 
duties and abandonment of job. Services of the workman were never terminated and he had not worked for 240 days and 
as such he had not attained the status of a regular employee nor had derived any status or lien to the said post. The 
Management No.I had paid amount of Rs.5027/- through ECS transfer is his bank account for the period of services 
rendered by the claimant. This is a case of abandonment of services by the claimant himself and as such the claim 
petition is not maintainable. Prayer has been made for dismissal of claim petition. 

4. Management No.2 also resisted the claim of the claimant and it has stated in the written statement that there was 
no relationship of employer and employee between the Management No.2 and the claimant, as he was the employee of 
Management No.I with whom there was a contact by Management No.2 for deploying the employees at the 
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establishment of Management No.2 The claim petition is wrong and false and liable to be dismissed being devoid of any 
merits 

5. The claimant filed rejoinder wherein he denied ah the allegations as made in the written statements and 
reiterated his own case as set up in the claim petition. 

6. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed on 30/5/2016 

1. Whether the claim petition /reference is not maintainable against Management No.2 and there is no 
relationship of employer & employee between the Management and the workman ? 

2. As in terms of reference ? 

7. The Claimant/workman in support of his case examined himself as W.W.l and tendered his affidavit 
Ex.WWl/A alongwith documents Ex.WWl/1 to WWl/5. On the other hand. Management No.2 examined one Shri 
P.L.Saini as M2W1 who tendered his evidence by way of affidavit Ex.M2Wl/A and relied on documents Ex.M2Wl/l to 
Ex.M2Wl/6. However, Management No.l did not examine any witness and the case was proceeded ex parte against it 
vide order dated 16/5/2018. 

8. I have heard authorised representatives of the claimant as well as of Management No.2 and have gone through 
the records carefully. My findings on the above issues are as follows 

Issue No. 1. : 

9 The testimony of the workman vide his affidavit Ex.WWl/A is in line and in conformity with the averments 

made in the claim petition. Neither in his pleadings nor in the affidavit Ex.WWl/A, the claimant has clearly mentioned 
as to who was his employer. He has vaguely stated that he was working as Marketing Boy with the Management w.e.f. 
15/11/2013 and his services were illegally terminated by the Management on 18/1/2014. However, he admitted in his 
cross examination that he was appointed by M/s Adecco Flexion Workforce Solutions Pvt.Ltd. and he never protested 
against the terms & conditions of his letter of appointment Ex.WWl/1. He was paid an amount of Rs.9382/- per month 
by M/s. Adecco Flexion Workforce Solutions Pvt.Ltd. as wages. Ex.WWl/M-2 and M-3 are the salary slips issued by 
Adecco Flexion Workforce Solutions Pvt.Ltd.. He also admitted that there was no relationship of employer and 
employee between Management No.2 and himself. 

10. It is worthwhile to mention here that there can not be two employers of a workman. Since the appointing 
authority as well as paying authority of the workman/claimant was Management No.l - M/s Adecco Flexion Workforce 
Solutions Pvt. Ltd., it stands proved on record that there was no relationship of employer and employee between 
Management No.2 and the workman./claimant. As such, the claim petition against Management No.2 is not 
maintainable. Accordingly, this issue is decided against the claimant. 

Issue No.2 : 

11. Now the crucial question arises for consideration is whether the services of the claimant were illegally 
terminated by the Management No.l as alleged by the claimant,, or whether the claimant had himself abandoned the 
services, as alleged by the Management No.l. WWl/1 is the letter of appointment dated 15/11/20113 issued by 
Management No. 1 wherein it has been stipulated that the term of employment of the workman/claimant was for a period 
of twelve months from the date of his joining and that the contract was terminahle by either party giving 15 (fifteen) 
days’ notice in writing or salary in lieu of notice to the other party. The claimant has specifically stated that his 
services were illegally terminated by the Management on 18/01/2014 without any notice or charge-sheet. In cross 
examination he denied the suggestion that he was issued a letter dated 22/1/2014 by Management No.l that he was 
absconding from duties. 

12. The Management No.l has not led any evidence to show that it was the claimant who himself had absconded 
from duties. Though it has been alleged in the pleadings that the Management NO.l had duly issued a letter dated 
22/1/2014 to the workman for not attending his duties and abandonment of job, however no such letter has been filed or 
proved on record by the Management No. 1. Even no witness has been examined by the Management No. 1 to prove its 
case. As such, the version of the claimant that his services were illegally terminated by the Management on 18/1/2014 
without any notice or charge-sheet is accepted. There is nothing on record to suggest that Management No.l had paid 
retrenchment benefits to the claimant in terms of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. 

13. There is long line of decisions of Hon’ble Apex Court as well as of various High Courts that provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act are mandatory in nature and termination of the workman from services in derogation of the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act will render action of the Management Bank to be illegal and void under the law. 
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14. Since there is no evidence on record that any valid notice was issued by the Management to the workman at the 
time of termination or in lieu of such notice, any compensation was paid to him, as such action of the Management No. 1 
in terminating the services of the workman is held to be illegal and void. 

RELIEF : 

15. Now the residual question arises for consideration is as to what relief the claimant is entitled to. As discussed 
above. It has been proved on record that claimant worked with the Management No.l only for two months ie. from 
15/11/2013 to 16/1/2014. There is no show cause notice or memo issued to the claimant/workman by the Management 
No.l though it was also stipulated in the letter of appointment Ex.WWl/1 issued by Management No.l and was binding 
on it. There is nothing on record to suggest that job of the claimant was on permanent basis or that he was given any 
regular post by the Management No.l. There are number of factors which are required to be considered by the Tribunal 
while considering the question of reinstatement with back wages. It has been held in the case of Hari Nandan Prasad Vs. 
Food Corporation of India (2014) 7 Supreme Court cases 190 as under 

“Relief by way of reinstatement with back wages is not automatic and may be wholly inappropriate in a 
given fact situation even though the termination of an employee is in contravention of the prescribed 
procedure. Compensation instead of reinstatement has been held to meet the ends of justice. An order 
of retrenchment passed in violation of Section 25-F although may be set aside but an award of 
reinstatement should not, however, be automatically passed. The award of reinstatement with full back 
wages in a case where the workman has completed 240 days of work in a year preceding the date of 
termination, particularly daily wages has not been found to be proper by the Supreme Court and instead 
compensation has been awarded. The Supreme Court has distinguished between a daily wager who 
does not hold a post and a permanent employee. The reasons for denying the relief of reinstatement in 
such cases are obvious. It is trite law that when the termination is found to be illegal, because of non 
payment of retrenchment compensation and notice pay as mandatorily required under Section 25-F of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, even after reinstatement, it is always open to the management to terminate 
the services of that employee by paying him the retrenchment compensation.” 

15. Having regard to the recent judicial trends and duration of service rendered by the claimant, an amount of Rs.l lakh 
(Rupees One Lakh) appear to be just and reasonable, and the same is payable to the claimant herein by the Management 
No.l. Award is passed accordingly. 


Date : 28.11.2018 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


2018 


W. 3ir. 31.—3rfM^iTfT 1947(1947 TT 14) # STRI 17 % t 'Hi+K 
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Tpfe TO" 

New Delhi, the 18* December, 2018 

S.O. 31.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.182/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-1, 
New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Commissioner, 
Municipal Corporation Delhi, and others, and their workmen which were received by the Central Government on 
19.11.2018. 


[No. L-42012/11/2012-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No. I: ROOM No.511, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - IIO 075 

ID No.182/2012 


The General Secretary, 

Municipal Employees Union, 

Aggarwal Bhawan, G.T. Road, 

Tis Hazari, Delhi - 110 054 .. .Workman 

Versus 

The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation of Delhi, 

Town Hall, Chandni Chowk, 

Delhi - 110 006 .. .Management 

AWARD 

A reference was received by this Tribunal under section 10(2)(a) read with clause 1(d) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 from the appropriate Government vide letter No.L-42012/11/2012-IR(DU) dated 09.12.2012 with 
following terms of reference: 

‘Whether the action of the management of Municipal Corporation of Delhi, in not regularizing the services of 
Shri Anil Kumar & 6 other workmen working for last 14-15 years is fair and justified ? If not, what relief the 
workmen are entitled to?’ 


2. It is clear from the statement of claim that four workmen, as per details given hereunder, were appointed by 

Municipal Corporation of Delhi (management): 


SI. 

No. 

Name and Father’s Name 
(S/Shri) 

Desig-nation 

Date of 

Appointment 

Present place of posting 

1 

Anil Kumar S/o Shri Jagi Ram 

Safai Karamchari 

12.02.1996 

DEMS, Rohini Zone, Zonal Office 

2 

Rajesh Kumar S/o Shri Jai 
Kishan 

Safai Karamchari 

01.02.1996 

DEMS, Rohini Zone, Zonal Office 

3 

Rajender Kumar S/o Shri 
Dharam Pal 

Safai Karamchari 

28.09.1995 

DEMS, Rohini Zone, Zonal Office 

4 

Ashu S/o Shri Prem Chand 

Safai Karamchari 

15.04.1994 

DEMS, Rohini Zone, Zonal Office 

5. 

Sanjeev S/o Shri Brahmu Ram 

Safai Karamchari 

23.09.1994 

DEMS, Rohini Zone, Zonal Office 

6. 

Jagbir Singh S/o Shri 
Mahender Singh 

Safai Karamchari 

16.09.1994 

DEMS, Rohini Zone, Zonal Office 

7. 

Joginder Kumar S/o Shri 
Kanwar Singh 

Safai Karamchari 

01.12.1997 

DEMS, Rohini Zone, Zonal Office 


3. Averments, as contained in the statement of claim, are that the workmen were taken on the job as daily 
rated/muster roll workers and their wages were also revised from time to time under the Minimum Wages Act, while 
their counterparts doing the identical work, were treated as regular employees. Workmen herein were discharging their 
services with the management with unblemished and uninterrupted record of service. Workmen herein were supposed to 
have been regularized in service from the date of initial date of joining but the management has only regularized them 
since the dates mentioned in para 2 above. 

4. Non regularization of services of the workman from the date of joining on the basis of on the post of safai 
karamchari in proper pay scale alongwith allowances and non payment of salary to which the workmen are entitled on 
the principle of equal pay for equal work is totally unjust and malafide and amounts to unfair labour practice. The action 
of the management is in violation of Article 14, 16 and 39(d) of the Constitution of India. 

5. It is alleged that the management has not framed any rules or regulation nor got it passed by UPSC nor noticed 
in the official gazette for governing conditions of muster roll workers/part time seasonal workmen. Model Standing 
Orders under the Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) Act, 1946 are applicable to the workmen herein. Workmen 
herein have not acquired status of a permanent employee from the initial date of their respective joining into the 
employment after completing 90 days of continuous days of employment as provided under Model Standing Orders. 
Even otherwise, claimants have acquired status of permanent employee after completing 240 days of continuous 
employment on regular basis as has been held by the High Court of Delhi in the case of Harish Kumar Vs. Registrar, 
Delhi High Court. 
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6. The workman also served demand notice upon the management vide communication dated 18.11.2009, which 
was duly received management and it is presumed that the same was rejected due to adamant and non-cooperative 
attitude of the management. Finally, prayer has been made for regularization of services of the workmen on the post of 
driver with retrospective effect from the date of their initial joining with the management. 

7. Case was contested by the management, who filed written statement thereto, taking various preliminary 
objections, inter alia that the dispute has not been espoused, no demand notice has been served and reference has been 
made in a mechanical manner without due application of mind. On merits, it has been denied that the workmen herein 
are supposed to be regularized since their initial dates of joining. Management has its own policy of regularization , i.e. 
subject to availability of post and funds. Management has regularized services of the workmen in a phased manner 
policy of regularization adopted by the management. As such, the workmen herein are not entitled for regularization 
from the date of their initial engagement. 

8. Against this factual background, this Tribunal vide order dated 19.07.2013 framed the following issues on the 
basis of pleadings of the parties: 

(i) Whether the dispute has not acquired status of industrial dispute for want of espousal? 

(ii) Whether dispute is bad for want of service of demand notice on the management? 

(iii) Whether regularization of S/Shri Anil Kumar, Rajesh Kumar, Rajender Kumar, Ashu, Sanju and Jagbir 
Singh from respective dates mentioned in para 6 of the written statement frustrates their claim? 

(iv) As in terms of reference 

9. Claimant, in support of its case, examined S/Shri Anil Kumar, whose affidavit is Ex.WWl/A and he also 
tendered in evidence documents Ex.WWl/1 to Ex.WWl/8. The claimants also examined S/Shri Ashu, Jagbir Singh, 
Joginder Singh, Sanjeev, Rajender Kumar, Rajesh Kumar and Surender Bhardwaj as WW2 to WW8 and also tendered in 
evidence Ex.ww2/1, Ex.WW3/l to Ex.WW3/4, Ex.WW4/l to Ex.WW4/4, Ex.WW5/l, Ex.WW6/l to Ex.WW6/3 and 
EX.WW7/1 to EX.WW7/3 respectively. WW2 to WW7 also relied on documents Ex.WWl/1 to WWl/8. WW8 relied on 
document Ex.WWl/5. I shall be adverting to them in the subsequent paras while drawing my conclusion. 

10. Management, was given several opportunities to adduce evidence to rebut the case of the claimant. However, 
management failed to adduce any evidence. Vide order dated 12.04.2018, evidence of the management was closed by 
the orders of this Tribunal. 

11. I have heard Shri Abhinav Kumar, A/R for the claimant and Shri Madan Sagar, A/R for the management. I have 
given my careful considerations to the arguments advanced at the bar and cautiously perused the record. My findings on 
issues involved in the controversy are as follows 

Issue No.l & 2 

12. It is clear from the preliminary objections taken in the written statement by the management that the 
management has raised objection that no demand notice has been served upon the management nor the MCD General 
Mazdoor Union has any locus standi to raise the present dispute as the union is not a recognized union of the 
management. To my mind, there is no requirement of law that a dispute can be raised only by a recognized union. In 
this regard, it is appropriate to refer to the judgement of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of State of Bihar Vs. Kripa 
Shankar Jaiswal (AIR 1961 (2) SC Report 1) wherein also objection was taken on behalf of the management that the 
union was not a registered under the Trade Union Act on the date of the settlement and said plea was rejected by 
observing as under: 

‘Held, that for a dispute to constitute an industrial dispute it is not a requisite condition that it should be 
sponsored by a recognized union or that all the workmen of an industrial establishment should be 
parties to it. A settlement arrived at in course of conciliation proceedings falls within Section 18(3)(a) and (d) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act and as such binds all the workmen though an unregistered union or only some of 
workmen may have raised the dispute. The absence of notice under Section 11(2) by the Conciliation Officer 
does not affect the jurisdiction of the conciliation officer and its only purpose is to apprise the establishment that 
the person who is coming is the conciliation officer and not a stranger. Any contravention o f Section 12(6) in 
not submitting the report within 14 days may be a breach of duty on the part of the conciliation officer ; it does 
not affect the legality of the proceedings which terminated as provided in Section 20(2) of the Act.’ 

13. Equally merit-less is the plea taken by the management that the present dispute is not sponsored or espoused by 
substantial number of workmen. It is fairly settled position in law that even non-espousal of a case by the union would 
not deprive the workman of the relief to which the workman is otherwise entitled under the law. Such view appears to 
have been taken in the case of Nazrul Hassan Siddiqui vs. Presiding Officer, Industrial cum Labour Court Bombay 
(1997) Lab.I.C. 1807. In the above cited case also contention was raised by the management that the dispute dies not 
fall within the definition of ‘industrial dispute’ and the same has not been refeiTed or supported by substantial section of 
workmen. High Court rejected the plea of the management by placing reliance upon the decision of the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in the case of Associated Cement Companies Ltd. (AIR 1960 SC 777), which it was observed as under: 

‘We have already noticed that an industrial dispute can be raised by a group of workmen or by a union even 
though neither of them represent the majority of the workmen concerned; in other words, the majority rule on 
which the appellant’s construction of Section 19(6) is based is inapplicable in the matter of the reference under 
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Section 10 of the Act. Even a minority group of workmen can make a demand and thereby raise an industrial 
dispute which in a proper case would be referred or adjudication under Section 20.’ 

14. It is further clear that from the affidavit filed by Shri Surender Bhardwaj, Ex.WW8/A that workmen herein had 
approached their union for redresssal of their grievance as is clear from para 2 of the affidavit. Consequently, a resolution 
was passed in the meeting of the union held on 04.11.2009, copy of which is Ex.WWl/5, which clearly shows that the 
case of the workman was espoused by the Municipal Employees Union. There is no cross examination of any of the 
witness examined by the workmen herein on the point of espousal by the management nor the management has 
whispered even a single word in their affidavit Ex.MWl/A regarding non-espousal of the case. It is, thus, clear from 
recital contained in the affidavit as well as Ex.WWl/11 that the case of the workman herein was espoused by the union. 
It has been held by the Hon’ble High Court in the cases of Management of M/s Hotel Samrat Vs. Government of NCT of 
Delhi (2007 (136) PET 290) that the workman are simply to allege and prove that they have raised their grievance 
through their union and the expression espousal simply means that the dispute of the workman is adopted by the union as 
its own dispute or a large number of workmen have given their support to the case of the individual workman so 
involved in such dispute. 

15. In view of the ratio of the judgement discussed above, it is clear that espousal of a dispute by majority members 
of the union is not sine qua non for adjudication of such dispute in terms of Section 10 of the Act. Accordingly, it is 
held that issue No.(i) and (ii) is decided in favour of the workman and against the management. 

Issue No.(iii) and (iv) 

16. Now, the next question is whether the workmen herein are entitled for regularization with retrospective effect, 
i.e. from the date of their initial appointment as per model standing orders. In this regard., it is appropriate to refer to the 
statements of WW1 to WW7 and affidavits of the workmen herein are on the same lines as the averments contained in 
the claim statement and it clearly shows that the workmen, WW 1 to WW7 are continuously discharging their duties with 
the management since the date of their respective dates of joining of services with the management. Management has 
regularized services of the workmen, as stated in para 2 above, whereas regularization of services of the workman was to 
be from the date of their initial engagement or joining. It was strongly urged on behalf of the workmen that they are 
performing the same duties which their regular counterparts are performing and there is substantial difference in their 
salary of such daily rated workers vis-a-vis regular safai karamcharis employed by the management. 

17. It is clear from perusal of Ex.WWl/1 that the workmen have approached the management against the non¬ 
regularization of their services and non-payment of difference in their salary. There is specific reference in the above 
letter to the case of Harish Kumar Vs. Registrar, Delhi High Court which deals with disparity in the salary of workmen. 
Eurther Ex.WWl/3 is acknowledgement of the said letter. Ex.WWl/M2, Ex.WW2/M2 and Ex.WW3/M2 are the letter of 
regularization of Shri Anil Kumar, Shri Ashu and Shri Jagbir Singh. 

18. Now, question which arises for consideration is whether the workmen herein are entitled for regularization of 
their services from the dates of their initial date of appointment or whether they are entitled for entitled for equal pay 
which their regular counterparts are getting in the management . Reliance was placed upon the case titled ‘ Umrala 
Gram Panchayat Vs. The Secretary, Municipal Employees Union (MANU/SC/0354/2015). In this case also, workmen 
were appointed initially as casual/daily wage workers and later on their services were regularized from different dates in 
an arbitrary manner without following any policy. Claim of the workman was upheld by the Hon’ble High Court by 
observing as under: 

Tt is an admitted fact that the work which was being done by the concerned workmen was the same as 
that of the permanent workmen of the appellant- Panchayat. They have also been working for similar 
number of hours, however, the discrepancy in the payment of wages/salary between the permanent and the 
non-permanent workmen is alarming and the same has to be construed as being an unfair labour practice as 
defined under Section 2(ra) of the ID Act r/w Entry No. 10 of the Eifth Schedule to the ID Act, which is 
prohibited under Section 25 (T) of the ID Act. Further, there is no documentary evidence produced on 
record before the Labour Court which shows that the present workmen are working less 
or for lesser number of hours than the permanent employees of the appellant-Panchayat. Thus, on the face 
of it, the work being done by the concerned workmen has been permanent in nature and the Labour Court as 
well as the High Court have come to the right conclusion on the points of 
dispute and have rightly rejected the contention of the appellant-Panchayat as the same amounts 
to unfair labour practice by the appellant-Panchayat which is prohibited under Section 25(T) of the ID Act and 
it also amounts to statutory offence on the part of the appellant under Section 25(U) of the ID Act for which 
it is liable to be prosecuted. 

Further, Section 25(T) of the ID Act clearly states that unfair labour practice should not be encouraged and 
the same should be discontinued. In the present case, the principle "equal work, equal pay" has been violated 
by the appellant-Panchayat as they have been treating the concerned workmen unfairly and therefore, the 
demand raised by the respondent-Union needs to be accepted. The High Court has thus, rightly not interfered 
with the Award of the Labour Court as the same is legal and supported with cogent and valid reasons. 
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In view of the reasons stated supra and in the light of the facts and circumstances of 
the present case, we hold that the services of the concerned workmen are permanent in nature, since they 
have worked for more than 240 days in a calendar year from the date of their initial appointment.’ 

19. Similarly, in Union of India vs. Dineshan K.K. (MANU/SC/0395/2008)where the question of equal pay for 
equal work was considered and similar view was taken by holding that having due regard to the constitutional mandate 
of equality and inhibition against discrimination in Article 14 and 16 of the Constitution. AS such, workmen are entitled 
for equal pay when they were performing similar kind of work. 

20. Yet again in the case of Union of India Vs. Rajesh Kumar Gond (MANU/SC/0769/2013), MCD vs. Ram Milan 
(MANU/DE/3969/2015) and MCD Vs. Smt. Krishna (MCD/DE/3966/2009) consistent view has been taken by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court and High Court on the principle of equal pay for equal work which have been applied in a catena of 
decisions, workmen were held to entitled to the same pay and allowances with their counterparts performing similar 
duties 19. There is no merit in the contention of the management that the workmen herein are not entitled for 
regularization with retrospective date on the grounds that as and when post falls vacant, workmen are regularized. 
Regularization is not done till seniority list of such workmen is prepared. Learned A/R for the management could not cite 
any policy of regularization so as to support his submission. Hon’ble High Court in the case of MCD Vs. Ram 
Milan(Manu/DE/3979/2015) has dealt with the question of regularization wherein workman was working as chowkidar 
since 1987. Plea of the management that the workman was only employed on casual basis when there was no regular 
workman, as such, he was not entitled for salary of regular workman as well as regularization was turned down by the 
Hon’ble High Court by placing reliance on a number of cases. It was also observed that the workman in that case was 
performing same duties which permanent workmen were performing. He was also working for similar number of hours. 
However, there was discrepancy in the payment of wages/salary between the permanent and non-permanent workmen, 
which was quite alarming. Accordingly, it was held that the workmen have worked for 240 days in a calendar year from 
the date of their initial appointment, which is clear from the evidence on record, as such the management was legally 
required to make services of such workers permanent. 

21. In view of the ratio of the law discussed above in the various rulings relied upon by the workmen, it is held that 
the workmen herein are entitled for regularization of their services like their other counterparts whose services have been 
regularized by the management. Action of the management in not regularizing services of Shri Anil Kumar and 6 other 
workmen is held to be neither legal nor justified. It is, further, held that the workmen herein, S/Shri S/Shri Anil Kumar, 
Ashu, Jagbir Singh, Joginder Singh, Sanjeev, Rajender Kumar, Rajesh Kumar are entitled for entire difference of salary 
on the principles of equal pay for equal pay, alongwith all consequential benefits from the date of their initial 
appointment. An award is accordingly passed. It be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 

Date : 15.11.2018 


A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


18 2018 
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New Delhi, the 18* December, 2018 

S.O. 32.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.195/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-1, 
New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Commissioner, 
Municipal Corporation Delhi & Others, and their workmen which were received by the Central Government on 
22.10.2018. 


[No. L-42012/109/2012-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT No. 1: ROOM No. 5II, DWARKA COURT COMPLEX, SECTOR 10, DWARKA, DELHI - IIO 075 

ID No.195/2012 


S/Shri Ramesh Chand Meena S/o Shri R.S. Meena & 7 others, through 
Delhi Udhiyan Karamchari Union, 

B-5, Ram Gali, North Ghonda, 

New Delhi - 110 053 ...Workman 


Versus 


The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation of Delhi, 

Town Hall, Chandni Chowk, 

Delhi - 110 006 .. .Management 


AWARD 

In the present case, an order was received from Ministry of Labour and Employment vide letter 
No. L-42012/109/2012-IR(DU) dated 07.12.2012 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and Section (2A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which are as under: 

Whether the action of the management of MCD in regularizing the workmen S/Shri Ramesh Chand Meena 
S/o Shri R.S. Meena and 7 others (list enclosed) on the post of ‘Nala Beldar’ instead of ‘Beldar’ is legal & 
justified? If not, what relief the workmen are entitled to? 

2. Claim statement was filed on behalf of Shri Ramesh Chand Meena S/o Shri R.S. Meena, Shri Gulam Asgar 
S/o Shri Haider Abbas, Shri Dharam Pal Singh S/o shri Manvir Singh, Shri Shiv Kumar S/o Shri Promod Kumar, Shri 
Praveen Kumar S/o Shri Sohan Lai, Shri Pardeep Kumar S/o Shri Manvir singh, Shri laved Ahmed S/o Shri Liak Ahmed 
and Shri Sukh Lai S/o Ramji Lai (hereinafter referred to as the claimants), averring that they joined MCD (hereinafter 
referred to as the management) as Beldar in the years 2001/2002/2003 and worked continuously on the said post till their 
regularization in September 2008 with retrospective effect from 01.04.2006 with usual allowance as admissible under the 
rules. The claimants had unblemished and uninterrupted record to their credit. The mauagemeut submitted workiug 
report for daily wagers report at the time of their regularizatiou by termiug as beldars whereas the letter of regularizatiou 
issued to them depicted them as beldar/uala beldar. This actiou of the mauagemeut tautmouuts to exploitatiou of labour, 
illegal, bad, uujust, malafide aud is iu violatiou of Article 14, 16 aud 30 of the Coustitutiou of ludia. . Fiually, it has 
beeu prayed that the claimauts are eutitled to the post of beldars iu place of uala Behdar from the date of regularizatiou 
alougwith all cousequeutial beuefits. 

3. No writteu statemeut was filed by the mauagemeut despite affordiug of several opportuuities. Vide order dated 
11.10.2013, defeuce of the mauagemeut was struck off by my learued predecessor aud the case was listed for evideuce of 
the claimauts. 

4. S/Shri Ramesh Chaud Meeua, Gulam Asgar, Dharam Pal Siugh, Shiv Kumar, Praveeu aud laved Ahmed, were 
examiued ou behalf of the claimauts whose affidavits are Ex.WWl/A to Ex.WW6/A aud they relied ou documeuts 
Ex.WWl/1 to Ex.WWl/10, EX.WW2/1 to Ex.WW2/3, Ex.WW3/l to Ex.WW3/4, Ex.WW4/l to Ex.WW4/2, 
Ex.WW5/l to Ex.WW5/3, Ex.WW6/l to Ex.WW6/4, respectively. Wituesses WW2 to WW6 also relied ou documeuts 
Ex.WWl/1 to Ex.WWl/7. Siuce defeuce of the mauagemeut was struck off aud uo writteu statemeut was filed, heuce, 
mauagemeut was uot grauted auy opportuuity to adduce evideuce. 

5. I have heard Shri B.K. Prasad, A/R for the claimaut aud Shri Madau Sagar, A/R for the mauagemeut. My 
fiudiugs ou the issues iuvolved iu the coutroversy are as follows: 

6. The ouly issue which requires deterruiuatiou iu the case iu baud is whether the workmau hereiu is eutitled to the 
desiguatiou of Beldar (iustead of Nala Beldar) from the date of their regularizatiou. Perusal of letter Ex.WWl/4 issued 
by the mauagemeut, depicts the desiguatiou of the claimauts as beldar. Ex.WW2/l, Ex.WW3/l, Ex.WW4/l, 
Ex.WW5/l aud Ex.WW6/l beiug the uumber of days worked iu the years 2001 to 2006, depicts the desiguatiou of the 
claimaut as beldar aud the said documeut is sigued by the Juuior Eugiueer, Assistaut Eugiueer as well as the Executive 
Eugiueer. Thus, it appareut that iuitially that the claimauts were desiguated as beldars aud at the time of regularizatiou, 
their desiguatiou was meutioued as ‘uala beldars/beldars’. 

7. As a sequel to above discussiou, it is held that the claimauts hereiu have beeu wrougly regularized as uala 
beldars iustead of beldars. Heuce, the actiou of the mauagemeut of MCD iu deuyiug the desiguatiou of ‘beldar’; (iustead 
of uala beldar) at the time of regularizatiou of services of the workmeu Shri Ramesh Chaud Meeua S/o Shri R.S. Meeua 
aud 07 others (total 08) as uamed iu the ID by the mauagemeut of MCD with effect from 01.04.2006 iu the pay scale of 
Rs.2500-3200 is totally uujust aud uufair. Heuce, the mauagemeut is liable to redesiguate the claimauts Shri Ramesh 
Chaud Meeua S/o Shri R.S. Meeua, Shri Gulam Asgar S/o Shri Haider Abbas, Shri Dharam Pal Siugh S/o Shri Mauvir 
Siugh, Shri Shiv Kumar S/o Shri Promod Kumar, Shri Praveeu Kumar S/o Shri Sohau Lai, Shri Pardeep Kumar 
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S/o Shri Manvir singh, Shri Javed Ahmed S/o Shri Liak Ahmed and Shri Sukh Lai S/o Ramji Lai as heldars instead of 
Nala heldars with effect from 01.04.2006, i.e. the date of their regularization. An award is accordingly passed. Let this 
award he sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 

Dated : October 16, 2018 


A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


^1%^, 2018 
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New Delhi, the 18* December, 2018 

S.O. 33. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.66/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court-1, New 
delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Managrment of Central 
Board of Irrigation and Power Lt., and others, and their workmen which were received by the Central Government on 
29.11.2018. 


[No. L-42012/202/2014-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA : PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No. 1, DWARKA COURTS COMPLEX : NEW DELHI 

ID No. 66/2015 


Shri Ajeet Singh 
S/o. late Shri Veer Singh, 
through Shri Vinay Kumar 
Chamber No.B-93, BGS Block, 

Tis Hazari Courts, 

Delhi 110054 ...Workman/Claimant 

Versus 

The Management of Central Board of Irrigation & Power, 

Through its Secretary, Malcha Marg, 

Chankyapuri, New Delhi. .. .Management 

AWARD 

This Award shall dispose of a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the appropriate Government vide 
letter No. L-42012/202/2014-IR(DU) dated 14.08.2015 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which 
are as under: 

‘Whether the termination of Shri Ajeet Singh appointed on compassionate ground after the death of his father Is 
illegal and unjustified ? If so, what relief the claimant is entitled to and what directions are necessary in this 
regard ?’ 

2. Both parties were put to notice and the claimant. The claimant Ajeet Singh filed his statement of claim, with 

the averments that his father Shri Veer Singh was appointed by the Management on the post of Helper-cum-Plumber 
vide appointment letter dated 24/4/1986 and was a permanent employee. His father expired on 30/5/2005, leaving 
behind his widow, two sons and two daughters. After the death of Shri Veer Singh, his son Ajeet Singh moved an 
application dated 26/9/2005 for appointment on compassionate grounds, in place of his deceased father. The 
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Management duly considered the said application & the claimant Ajeet Singh was appointed as Attendant on temporary 
basis, vide office order dated 9/1/2006 initially for three months which period was extended time and again. It has been 
pleaded that the claimant had uninterrupted and unblemished service record to his credit. In the month of March,2007 
instead of confirming the workman/claimant or giving him further extension, the Management started compelling him to 
work through contractor and the Management also did not allow him to mark his attendance and even his salary for the 
month of April, 2007 was withheld. Ultimately services of the workman were terminated illegally by the Management 
w.e.f. 1/5/2007 without following the principle of natural justice, though he was working on a job of regular and 
permanent nature, which is continuing with the Management. A civil suit bearing CS No.787/13 was filed by the 
workman wherein liberty was granted to the workman vide order dated 10/9/2013 to approach the Labour Court against 
illegal termination. The workman is totally unemployed since his termination. As such action of the management in 
terminating the services of the workman amounts to unfair labour practice inasmuch as no notice or notice pay was given 
to him at the time of termination of his services and termination is in violation of Section 25-F, G & H of the Act. Prayer 
has been made for reinstatement of the workman into service with full back wages alongwith all consequential benefits. 

3. The claim petition has been resisted by the Management who filed its written statement and took preliminary 
objections that the claim petition before this Tribunal is not maintainable as the Management No.l is not an 
instrumentality of State or Central Government. There never existed any employer-employee relationship between the 
parties and that the claimant has not worked for 240 days in a calendar year and as such the claimant has no locus standi 
to file the present claim petition.. While denying the allegations of the claimant that father of the claimant was 
permanent employee of the Management, it has been alleged that father of the claimant was appointed vide appointment 
letter dated dated 24/4/1986 for three months and therefore question of any permanent appointment does not arise, only 
for six months but date of his death is not in the knowledge of the Management It has been alleged that the claimant was 
engaged only on temporary basis for three months at a consolidated salary of Rs.4000/- per month vide office order dated 
9/1/2006. It has also been alleged that the salary of the claimant for the month of April, 2017 has not withheld Since the 
claimant was never a regular employee, as such question of termination of his services on any date did not arise. It has 
further been alleged that civil suit filed by the claimant was for regularization in service deeming that he is in 
employment and now a new story has been cooked up that it is a case of termination to invoke the jurisdiction of this 
Tribunal. Prayer has been made for dismissal of the claim petition. 

4. The claimant/workman filed rejoinder wherein he denied all the allegations made by the Management and 
reiterated his own case as set up in the claim petition. 

5. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed on 3/10/2016 

i) Whether reference is not legally maintainable in view of the varius preliminary objections ? 

ii) In terms of reference ? 

iii) Relief. 

6. The Claimant in support of his case examined himself as W.W.l and tendered his affidavit Ex.WWl/A alongwith 
documents Ex.WWl/1 to WWl/12. 

7. On the other hand, the Management in order to rebut the case of the claimant examined one Shri P.P. Wahi, 
Director (IT) as MWl who tendered his evidence by way of affidavit Ex.MWl/A alongwith documents Ex.MWl/1. 

8. I have carefully gone through the evidence adduced on record by both the parties and have give my thoughtful 
consideration to rival contentions of the parties counsel. 

Issue No.l : 

9. Learned A/R for the Management No.l vehementally argued that this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain 
the claim petition since the Management No.l -Board viz. Central Board of Irrigation & Power is not an instrumentality 
of State or Central Government rather it is a Society registered under the Societies Registration Act. She submitted that 
Hon’ble High Court vide order dated 18/9/2013 in W.P.() No.334/1998 and others writ petitions filed by the workers of 
the Management has held that the Board/Management No.l is not an instrumentality of State under Article 12 of the 
Constitution of India, as the said Board is not performing public functions/public duties. As such, the reference is not 
legally maintainable. 

10. Per-contra, learned A/R for the workman submitted that this Tribunal has all powers to adjudicate and decide 
the Reference which has been made by the Appropriate Government under the provisions of the Act and moreso the 
Management -Board being a registered Society is an “industry” as defined under Section 2(j) of the Act. 

11. Since the workman/claimant was admittedly engaged by the Management No. 1 - may be on temporary basis, on 
the job of Attendant, he is a workman, within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the Act. The definition of workman does 
not make any distinction between full time and part time employee or a person appointed on contract basis. There is 
nothing in the plain language of Section 2(s) from which it can be inferred that only person employed on regular basis or 
a person employed for doing whole time job is a workman and the one employed on temporary, part time or contract 
basis on fixed wages or as a casual employee or for doing duty for fixed hours in not a workman. Reference may be 
made to the decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Davinder Singh Vs. Municipal Council Sanaur. AIR 2011 
(SC 2532). 
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12. Just because the Management No. 1-Board is a Society registered under the Societies Registration Act, it will 
be improper to say that it is not an “industry”. I may mention that the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Bangalore 
Water Supply & Sewage Board Vs. A. Raiappa AIR 1978 SC 548 dealt at length with the ambit and scope of 
expression “industry” as defined under Section 2(j) of the Act and held as under 

“(a) Where a complex of activities, some of which qualify for exemption, other not involves employees on the 
total undertaking some of whom are not “workman” as in the University of Delhi case (supra) or some 
departments are not productive of goods and services, if isolated, even then the predominant nature of the 
services and integrated nature of the departments as explained in the Corporation of Nagpur (supra) will 
be the true test. The whole undertaking will be “industry” although those who are not “workmen” by 
definition may not benefit by the statue. 

(b) Notwithstanding the previous clauses, sovereign functions strictly understood (alone) qualify for 
exemption, not the welfare activities or economic adventures undertaken by the Government or Statutory 
bodies. 

( c) Even in departments discharging sovereign functions, if there are units which are industries and they are 
substantially severable, they can be considered to come within Section 2(j). 

(d) Constitutional and competently enacted legislative provisions may well remove from the scope of the 
Act, categories which otherwise may be covered thereby 

(e) We overrule Safdarjung (supra), Solicitors’ case(supra),Gymkhana (supra, Delhi University (supra) 
Dhanrajgiri Hospital (supra) and other ruling whose ratio run counter to the principles enunciated above 
and Hospital Mazdor Sabha (supra) is hereby rehabilitated. 

13. In view of the law enunciated by the Apex Court, as discussed above, I am of the considered view that 
Management No. 1-Board is an “industry” within the definition of Section 2(j) of the Act 

14. Since Delhi is a Union Territory, the reference made to this Tribunal for adjudication of Industrial Dispute can 
be made either by the Central Government or by the State Government in terms of Rule 2(f) of the Industrial Disputes 
(Central) Rules, 1957. To this view I am fortified with the decision in the case of Kanhaiya Lai Vs. Union of India, 
2007 (113) FLR 770, Furthermore, the nomenclature of the Management No. 1 viz. Central Board of Irrigation & Power 
(CBIP) is such that even a prudent man may think it is an institution of the Government. A “workman” doing a mineal 
job is not expected to exactly know the intracacies about the constitution of the Management Board or to exactly know as 
to whether it is simply a Society under the Societies Registration Act or the department/establishment of the Government. 
It is a matter of record that in the civil suit filed by the claimant herein, the Management had taken a preliminary 
objection about the maintainability of the civil suit and the said suit was disposed by learned Civil Judge, granting liberty 
to the claimant to approach the Labour Court. Thereafter the claimant had approached the Conciliation Officer and the 
proceedings before the said forum culminated into the present reference. Law is well settled that when a reference has 
been received by the Industrial Tribunal from the Appropriate Government, it has to decide such a reference on merits. 
The Tribunal can not go into the validity of the reference. 

15. In view of the aforesaid discussion coupled with the fact that the claimant is “workman” & the Mangement is an 
“industry” within the definitions as provided in the Act, this Tribunal is of the considered view that the present 
reference having been made to this Tribunal by the appropriate Government is legally maintainable. This issue is 
accordingly decided in favour of the claimant and against the Management No. 1. 

Issue No.2 : 

16. From the pleading of the parties and evidence adduced on record, particularly the documents Ex.WWl/2 (offer 
of appointment) and Ex.WWl/3 to Ex.WWl/7 (letters of appointment/extension of service of the claimant) issued by the 
Management No.l, it is evident that the claimant Ajeet Singh was appointed by Management No.l purely on temporary 
basis as Attendant/Helper for the work relating to plumbering w.e.f. 2/1/2006 on a consolidated salary of Rs.4000/- per 
month, with reference to his application dated 2/8/2005 for employment on compassionate grounds after the death of his 
father . Vide order dated 24/4/1986 (Ex.WWl/8), Shri Veer Singh - father of the claimant herein was appointed by the 
Management for the post of Helper on adhoc basis pursuant to his interview. Ex.WWl/9 is the copy of pay slip of the 
said Shri Veer Singh for the month of October, 2004. Ex.WWl/10 is the copy of the identity card issued to Shri Veer 
Singh, Helper by the Management which was issued on 1/4/2004 and was valid upto 31/10/2016. In the light of 
documents Ex.WWl/8 to Ex.WWl/0, it does not lie in the mouth of the Management to allege that Shri Veer Singh - 
father of the claimant was not a permanent employee. The plea of the Management that the claimant has not worked for 
240 days in a calendar year also falsifies inasmuch as MW 1 PP Wahi -witness of the Management admitted in his cross 
examination that the claimant worked with the Management from 9/1/2006 to March, 2007. This witness also admitted 
that the claimant was the only employee alongwith Shri Mohan Lai who were appointed on compassionate grounds. He 
further admitted that the work of attendant is regular in nature. 

17. As discussed above, it is proved that the claimant/workman was in continuous service of the Management from 
9/1/2006 till his termination. There is nothing on record to suggest that retrenchment benefits have been paid to the 
claimant by the Management at the time of his termination from services. MWl PP Wahi has clarified in his cross 
examination that no show cause notice or memo was given to the claimant, but volunteered that same was not required. 
Once the claimant had worked with the Management for 240 days in a calendar year, it was obligatory on the part of the 
Management to comply with the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. 
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18. There is long line of decisions of Hon’ble Apex Court as well as of various High Courts that provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act are mandatory in nature and termination of the workman from services in derogation of the 
provisions of Section 25-E of the Act will render action of the Management to he illegal and void under the law. 

19. Since there is no evidence on record that any valid notice was issued by the Management to the workman at the 
time of termination or in lieu of such notice, any compensation was paid to him, as such action of the Management in 
terminating the services of the workman is held to be illegal and void. There is also nothing on record to prove that 
wages for the month of April, 2007 was paid to the workman. The Management should have produced documents in this 
regard. 

20. Now the residual question is whether the claimant/work is entitled to any incidental relief of payment of back 
wages and/or reinstatement of service with full back wages. It is proved on record that claimant was continuously in the 
employment of the Management w.e.f. 9/1/2006 to March, 2007. There is no show cause notice or memo issued to the 
claimant/workman by the Management. Moreover, the job of the Attendant is of perennial and regular nature which fact 
has been admitted by MWl Shri PP Wahi, Director (IT) of the Management Board. The claimant WWl has reiterated in 
his cross examination that he is unemployed since 2007 though he tried for a job but could not get. 

21. The Hon’ble Apex Court in case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyayak Mahavidvalava” 
reported as (2013) 10 SCC 324 has held as under : 

“The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are : 

In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back wages is the 
normal rule. Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of getting 
back wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the adjudicating authority or the Court 
of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or was employed on lesser wages. If the employer wants 
to avoid payment of full back wages, then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to prove that the 
employee/workman wads gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages he/she wads drawing 
prior to the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden of proof of the existence of 
a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its existence. It is always easier to 
prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, once the employee shows that he was employed, 
the onus lies on the employer to specifically plead and prove that the employee was gainfully employed and was 
getting the same or substantially similar emoluments.” 

22. The Hon’ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25E of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ah initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, sometime 
as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that termination of 
service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one month’s notice or 
pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25E (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering the action of the 
employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not terminated. ( Anoop 
Shanna Vs. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

23. A Bench of three Judges of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited v. 
Employees of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited (1979) 2 SCC 80 held that relief of reinstatement with continuity of 
service can be granted where termination of service is found to be invalid. It would mean that the employer has taken 
away illegally the right to work of the workman contrary to the relevant law or in breach of contract and simultaneously 
deprived the workman of his earnings. If thus the act of employer is found to be totally illegal and arbitrary, in that 
eventuality the workman is required to be reinstated, with full back wages. Plain common sense also dictates that the 
removal of an order terminating the services of workmen must ordinarily lead to the reinstatement of the services of the 
workmen alongwith payment of back wages. 

24. However, Hon’ble Apex Court in the case General Manager, Haryana Roadways Vs. Rudan Singh, reported as 
2005 SCC (L&S) 716 observed as under 

“8. There is no rule of thumb that in every case where the Industrial Tribunal gives a finding that the termination 
of service was in violation of Section 25-F of the Act, entire back wages should be awarded. A host of factors 
like the manner and method of selection and appointment i.e. whether after proper advertisement of the vacancy 
or inviting applications from the employment exchange, nature of appointment namely, whether ad hoc, short 
term, daily wage, temporary or permanent in character, any special qualification required for the job and the like 
should be weighed and balanced in taking a decision regarding award of back wages. One of the important 
factors which has to be taken into consideration is the length of service, which the workman had rendered 
with the employer. If the workman has rendered a considerable period of service and his services are 
wrongfully terminated, he may be awarded full or partial back wages keeping in view the fact that at this age 
and the qualification possessed by him he may not be in a position to get another employment. However, 
where the total length of service rendered by a workman is very small, the award of back wages for the 
complete period i.e. from the date of termination till the date of the award, which our experience shows is 
often quite large, would be wholly inappropriate. A regular service of permanent character cannot be 
compared to short or intermittent daily wage employment though it may be for 240 days in a calander year. ” 
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25. Yet in another latest case of Bholanath Lai and others Vs. Shree Om Enterprises (P) Ltd., 
Manu/DE/1922/2018 (decided on 10/5/2018), Hon’ble High Court of Delhi while considering the question of illegal 
termination and reinstatement held as under 

“The cases in which the competent court or tribunal finds that the employer has acted in gross violation of the 
statutory provisions and/or the principles of natural justice or is guilty of victimizing the employee or workman, 
then the court or tribunal concerned will be fully justified in directing payment of full back wages. In such 
cases, the superior courts should not exercise power under Article 226 or 136 of the Constitution and interfere 
with the award passed by the Labour Court, etc. merely because there is a possibility of forming a different 
opinion on the entitlement of the employee/workman to get full back wages or the employer’s obligation to pay 
the same The courts must always keep in view that that in the cases of wrongful/illegal termination of service, 
the wrongdoer is the employer and the sufferer is the employee./workman and there is no justification to give a 
premium to the employer of his wrongdoings by relieving him of the burden to pay to the employee/ workman 
his dues in the form of full back wages.” 

A similar view has been taken in the case of Delhi .Tal Board Vs. Vimal Kumar (decided on 5-4-2018) 
MANLf/de/1322/2018 wherein service of a casual driver was terminated without any notice or payment of one month’s 
salary in lieu of such notice. The Industrial Tribunal answering the reference held the action of the management to be 
illegal and in violation of Section 25-F of the Act. The Award was upheld by Hon’ble High Court of Delhi by observing 
as under 

“In view of the above discussion, I am unable to discern any illegality or infirmity in the impugned Award, 
dated 29* May, 2003, of the Labour Court, to the extent that it holds the termination of the services of the 
respondent, by the petitioner, to be illegal and unlawful. I am entirely in agreement with the finding, of the 
Labour Court, that the services of the respondent were retrenched in violation of Section 25-F of the ID Act and 
that, therefore, he was entitled to be reinstated in service with all consequential benefits. In view of the fact that 
going by the age of the respondent as disclosed in the counter affidavit filed before this Court, he would, today, 
be only 50 years of age, and also in view of the fact that the termination of his services as SCM Driver was not 
on account of any deficiency or shortcoming detected in the manner of discharge by the respondent, of his duties 
as such, I am of the opinion, that the facts of the present case, do not warrant any interference with the direction, 
of the Labour Court, to the petitioner to reinstate the respondent in service with the benefit of continuity of 
service. The petitioner is, therefore, directed to reinstate the respondent in service forthwith. Inasmuch as the 
respondent has not been rendering any service to the petitioner since the date of his termination, however, the 
back wages payable to the respondent would be limited to 50 per cent of the wages which he would have drawn 
he had continued to serve the petitioner.” 

26. Having regard to the legal position as discussed above and the fact that the claimant was performing duty to a 
post of regular and perennial nature, this Tribunal is of the firm view that the claimant herein is entitled for 
reinstatement into service on the same post, with 50 per cent back wages, iinasmuch as termination of the 
claimant/workman is per-se illegal, particularly when the job is of regular and perennial nature and the 
claimant/workman is not gainfully employed anywhere since after his termination by the Management. Award is passed 
accordingly. 

Date : 28.11.2018 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 18* December, 2018 

S.O. 34. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No 1/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-1, New 
Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Section Officer, 
Ministry of Overseas Indian Affairs New Delhi, and others, and their workmen which were received by the Central 
Government on 06.12.2018. 


[No. L-42025/03/2018-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAVTAR CHAND DOGRA : PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No. 1, DWARKA COURTS COMPLEX : NEW DELHI 

ID No. 01/2016 


Sudhri Kumar S/o. Shri Rameshwar Dayal, 

Delhi General Udyog Karamchari Sangh (Regd.), 

Chamber No.75, Civil Wing, 

Tis Hazari Courts, 

Delhi 110054. ...Workman 

Versus 

1. Section Officer, 

Ministry of Overseas Indian Affairs, 

Akbar Bhawan, 

New Delhi 110021 

2. M/s. Slander Trading Company, 

428/A Kewal Industrial Estate, 

Senapati Bapat Marg, Lower Parel West, 

Mumbai 400013. 

3. M/s. Slander Trading Company, 

Akbar Bhawan, 9* Eloor, OCI Room No.912, 

Chankayapuri 

New Delhi 110021 .. .Management 


AWARD 

This is a claim directly filed by the Workman/claimant Shri Sudhir Kumar under Section 2(A) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act (hereinafter referred to as “the Act”), with the averments that workman had been working in the office of 
the Management No.l through the contractor -Management No.2 & 3 for the post of Printer Operator and was getting 
wages of Rs.8500/- per month. He was doing his work sincerely and honestly. Supervision and control over his work 
was that of principal employer viz Management No.l. The workman was not given any appointment letter, casual leave, 
minimum wages, overtime etc. despite oral demands made. Though ESI and EPF contributions used to be deducted from 
his wages/salary, however neither any ESI card nor PE receipt/statement was issued to him. It is alleged that the 
Management had obtained his signatures and thumb impression on blank papers and used to threat him to terminate from 
services Wages for the month of May, 2015 was not paid to him and he was terminated from services illegally on 
29/5/2015 by the Management, without issuing any notice or charge sheet and without payment of compensation in lieu 
of notice period. The workman sent a demand letter dated 8/6/2015 to the Management but to no response. It is also 
alleged that the workman is unemployed since after his termination and he has no source of his livelihood. Prayer has 
been made for his reinstatement into service with full back wages and with all consequential benefits. 

2. The claim petition has been resisted by the Managements No.2 & 3 who filed joint written statement and took 
preliminary objections that before the Conciliation Officer on 14/12/2015, the Management had offered the workman to 
join duty at his earlier working place and had already paid him advance salary for the month of June, 2015. It was the 
workman who himself left his services on 29/5/2015 without giving any prior notice or information and the workman did 
not join his duty despite repeated requests and phone calls of the Maagement. If the intention of the Management was to 
terminate the services of the workman, there was no reason for the Management to pay him salary for the month of June, 
2015. In nut-shell, case of the Management is that the workman himself abandon the job and failed to join duty despite 
requests. The allegations of the workman regarding his illegal termination or about his unemployment have been denied. 
Since the workman has been absenting himself from duty unauthorisedly and not reporting for duty despite repeated 
requests, it is stated that the claimant is not entitled to any relief. Prayer has been made for rejection of the claim petition. 

3. Management No.l did not participate in the proceedings and was proceeded ex parte vide order dated 6/3/2017 
when following issues were framed on the pleadings of the parties:- 
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1) Whether termination of the claimant on 29/5/2015 is illegal and against provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 as alleged? 

2) Whether the claimant has abandoned his services as alleged 7 

3) Whether the claimant is entitled for reinstatement with full back wages and continuity of service 7 

4. The Claimant in support of his case examined herself as W.W.l and tendered her affidavit Ex.WWl/A alongwith 
documents Ex.WWl/1 to WWl/3. 

5. On the other hand, the Management in order to rebut the case of the claimant examined Shri Hemant 
Chandrakant Trivedi, Project Manager as MWl and he tendered his evidence by way of affidavit Ex.MWl/A alongwith 
documents Ex.MWl/1 to Ex.MWl/5. 

6. I have heard Shri Devender Sharma, A/R for the claimant and Shri M.L. Pandey, A/R for the Management No.2 
and 3 and have gone through the records carefully. My findings on the above issues are as follows. 

Issue No.l and 2 : 

7. Both these issues being inter related are being taken up together for the purpose of discussion and they can be 
conveniently disposed of. 

8. Prom the pleadings of the parties and evidence adduced on record, it is manifest that there existed relationship of 
employee-employer between the workman/claimant herein and the Management No.2 and 3 as he was working under the 
said Management April, 2011. This fact also finds corroboration from the pay slips Ex.WWl/1 (colly.) of the workman 
and documents Ex.MW 1/1 to Ex.MWl/5 filed on record by Management No.2 and 3 However, the workman has failed 
to adduce any cogent evidence to show that over his work there was direct control & supervision of Management No. 1 or 
that the Management No.l had engaged him for the job. 

9. Testimony of the workman by way of affidavit Ex.WWl/A is in line with the averments made in the statement 
of claim. It is the specific case of the workman that Wages for the month of May, 2015 was not paid to him and his 
services were illegally terminated on 29/5/2015 by the Management, without issuing any notice or charge sheet and 
without payment of compensation in lieu of notice period. Shri Hemant Chandrakant Trivedi MWl- sole witness 
examined by the Management though claimed that the workman was on unauthorized absence from duty and that the 
Management had made oral requests to the workman to join duty, however admitted that the Management did not issue 
any charge sheet regarding unauthorized absence of the workman, nor conducted any enquiry against him. He also stated 
that no appointment letter was issued to the workman. He also admitted that the workman worked in Delhi from the 
date of his engagement. Even if the workman remained unauthorised absent from duty w.e.f. 31/5/2015, it was 
incumbent upon the Management No.2 & 3 to issue letter/notice, asking the workman to report back for duty or to hold 
enquiry against him regarding his unauthorized absence prior to termination of his services. Nothing of the sort has been 
done by the Management. As such, it can not be concluded that the workman himself had abandoned the job of the 
Management No.2 and 3 voluntarily or that he was not interested to work there. 

10. Order sheet dated 3/10/2016 shows that during pendency of the matter, the Management No.2 and 3 herein had 
filed an application directing the claimant to report for duty and the claimant had shown his inclination to join duties, 
without prejudice to his rights. However, on 28/11/2016 the claimant had informed the Tribunal that as per previous 
order he had gone to the Office of Management for reporting duties but the Management had clearly told him that there 
was no vacant post in Delhi and he might join duties at Mumbai. This was suggestive of the fact that the Management 
did not have any regard for the verbal undertaking given by its A/R. Despite that another opportunity was granted to the 
Management to consider the aspect of posting of the claimant in any of its two branches in Delhi -either at Akbar 
Bhawan and Patiala House but the Management failed to do so. These facts lead this Tribunal to draw an inference that 
the Management was not at all interested to allow the workman to join duty at Delhi and to harass the workman, they 
wanted him to post at its office at Mumbai, despite the fact that the workman since very beginning was working at its 
Delhi office. Having regard to the overall facts and circumstances of the case, it can be safely concluded that the 
services of the workman were illegally terminated by the Management, inasmuch as neither any notice nor any 
compensation in lieu of notice period has been paid by it to the workman. There is long line of decisions of Hon’ble 
Apex Court as well as of various High Courts that provisions of Section 25-F of the Act are mandatory in nature and 
termination of the workman from services in derogation of the provisions of Section 25-E of the Act will render whole 
action of the Management Bank to be illegal and wrong under the law. Resultantly, it is held that the action of the 
Management in terminating services of the workman w.e.f. 29/5/2015 is void, illegal and against the provisions of the 
Act. These issues are, therefore, decided in favour of the workman and against the Management. 

Issue No. 3 : 

11. Now the residual question is whether the claimant/work is entitled to any incidental relief of payment of back 
wages and/or reinstatement of service with full back wages. Though it was alleged by the claimant/workman that he was 
not paid wages for the month of May, 2015 but he admitted in his cross examination that salary for the month of May, 
2015 was credited in his account with HDFC Bank. As such, this claim of the workman/claimant is not tenable. This 
Tribunal while rendering findings on Issue No.l and 2 has held that the Management has failed to comply with the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act prior to termination of the workman from service. It is undisputed fact that the 
workman was serving under the Management for a job of regular and perennial in nature, for the last about four years 
prior to termination of his service. The workman has categorically pleaded and deposed on oath that he is unemployed 
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since after his termination. The Management has not adduced any evidence to show that the workman/claimant is 
gainfully employed. 

12. The Hon’ble Apex Court in case “Deeyali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyayak Mahavidyalaya” 
reported as (2013) 10 SCC 324 has held as under : 

“The propositions which can be culled out from the aforementioned judgments are : 

i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back 
wages is the normal rule. 

ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of 
getting back wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the 
adjudicating authority or the Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or 
was employed on lesser wages. If the employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, 
then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to prove that the employee/workman wads 
gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages he/she wads drawing prior to 
the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden of proof of the 
existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, 
once the employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically 
plead and prove that the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or 
substantially similar emoluments.” 

13. The Hon’ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25E of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ab initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, sometime 
as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that termination of 
service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one month’s notice or 
pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25E (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering the action of the 
employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not terminated. ( Anoop 
Sharing Vs. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

14. A Bench of three Judges of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited v. 
Employees of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited (1979) 2 SCC 80 held that relief of reinstatement with continuity of 
service can be granted where termination of service is found to be invalid. It would mean that the employer has taken 
away illegally the right to work of the workman contrary to the relevant law or in breach of contract and simultaneously 
deprived the workman of his earnings. If thus the act of employer is found to be totally illegal and arbitrary, in that 
eventuality the workman is required to be reinstated, with full back wages. Plain common sense also dictates that the 
removal of an order terminating the services of workmen must ordinarily lead to the reinstatement of the services of the 
workmen alongwith payment of back wages. 

15. However, Hon’ble Apex Court in the case General Manager. Haryana Roadways Vs. Rudan Singh, 
reported as 2005 SCC (L&S) 716 observed as under 

“8. There is no rule of thumb that in every case where the Industrial Tribunal gives a finding that the termination 
of service was in violation of Section 25-F of the Act, entire back wages should be awarded. A host of factors 
like the manner and method of selection and appointment i.e. whether after proper advertisement of the vacancy 
or inviting applications from the employment exchange, nature of appointment namely, whether ad hoc, short 
term, daily wage, temporary or permanent in character, any special qualification required for the job and the like 
should be weighed and balanced in taking a decision regarding award of back wages. One of the important 
factors which has to be taken into consideration is the length of service, which the workman had rendered 
with the employer. If the workman has rendered a considerable period of service and his services are 
wrongfully terminated, he may be awarded full or partial back wages keeping in view the fact that at this age 
and the qualification possessed by him he may not be in a position to get another employment. However, 
where the total length of service rendered by a workman is very small, the award of back wages for the 
complete period i.e. from the date of termination till the date of the award, which our experience shows is 
often quite large, would be wholly inappropriate. A regular service of permanent character cannot be 
compared to short or intermittent daily wage employment though it may be for 240 days in a calander year. ” 

16. Yet in another latest case of Bholanath Lai and others Vs. Shree Om Enterprises (P) Ltd., 
Manu/DE/1922/2018 (decided on 10/5/2018), Hon’ble High Court of Delhi while considering the question of illegal 
termination and reinstatement held as under 

“The cases in which the competent court or tribunal finds that the employer has acted in gross violation of the 
statutory provisions and/or the principles of natural justice or is guilty of victimizing the employee or workman, 
then the court or tribunal concerned will be fully justified in directing payment of full back wages. In such 
cases, the superior courts should not exercise power under Article 226 or 136 of the Constitution and interfere 
with the award passed by the Labour Court, etc. merely because there is a possibility of forming a different 
opinion on the entitlement of the employee/workman to get full back wages or the employer’s obligation to pay 
the same The courts must always keep in view that that in the cases of wrongful/illegal termination of service, 
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the wrongdoer is the employer and the sufferer is the employee./workman and there is no justification to give a 
premium to the employer of his wrongdoings by relieving him of the burden to pay to the employee/ workman 
his dues in the form of full back wages.” 

A similar view has been taken in the case of Delhi Jal Board Vs. Vimal Kumar (decided on 5-4-2018) 
MANU/de/1322/2018 wherein service of a casual driver was terminated without any notice or payment of one month’s 
salary in lieu of such notice. The Industrial Tribunal answering the reference held the action of the management to be 
illegal and in violation of Section 25-F of the Act. The Award was upheld by Hon’ble High Court of Delhi by observing 
as under 

“In view of the above discussion, I am unable to discern any illegality or infirmity in the impugned Award, 
dated 29* May, 2003, of the Labour Court, to the extent that it holds the termination of the services of the 
respondent, by the petitioner, to be illegal and unlawful. I am entirely in agreement with the finding, of the 
Labour Court, that the services of the respondent were retrenched in violation of Section 25-F of the ID Act and 
that, therefore, he was entitled to be reinstated in service with all consequential benefits. In view of the fact that 
going by the age of the respondent as disclosed in the counter affidavit filed before this Court, he would, today, 
be only 50 years of age, and also in view of the fact that the termination of his services as SCM Driver was not 
on account of any deficiency or shortcoming detected in the manner of discharge by the respondent, of his duties 
as such, I am of the opinion, that the facts of the present case, do not warrant any interference with the direction, 
of the Labour Court, to the petitioner to reinstate the respondent in service with the benefit of continuity of 
service. The petitioner is, therefore, directed to reinstate the respondent in service forthwith. 

Inasmuch as the respondent has not been rendering any service to the petitioner since the date of his 
termination, however, the back wages payable to the respondent would be limited to 50 per cent of the wages 
which he would have drawn he had continued to serve the petitioner.” 

17. Having regard to the legal position as discussed above and the fact that the claimant was performing duty to a 
post of regular and perennial nature, this Tribunal is of the firm view that the claimant herein is entitled for 
reinstatement into service on the same post, with 50 per cent back wages, iinasmuch as termination of the 
claimant/workman is per-se illegal and the claimant/workman is not gainfully employed anywhere since after his 
termination by the Management No.2 and 3. Award is passed accordingly against Management 2 & 3. 


Date : 04.12.2018 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 20* December, 2018 

S.O. 35. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1165/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court 
Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Chife General 
Manager, Telecom Department Ahmedabad, and others, and their workmen which were received by the Central 
Government on 24.08.18. 


[No. L-40012/444/2000-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 06* August, 2018 


Reference: (CGITA) No. 1165/2004 


1. The Chief General Manager, 

Telecom Department, 

Seva Sadan Building, U‘ Floor, Bhadra, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

2. The Telecom District Manager, 

Telecom Department,Near Aiankar Talkies, 

Surendranagar (Gujarat) - 363001 .. .First Party 


V/s 

The President, 

Saurashtra Employees Union, 

City Shops, 3'“* Floor, Opposite Jagnath Police Chowky, 

Dr. Yagnik Road, 

Rajkot (Gujarat) - 360001 .. .Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri H.R. Raval 

For the Second Party ; Ms. Kajal Kalwani 


AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-40012/444/2000- 
IR(DU) dated 18.01.2001 referred the dispute for adjudication to theindustrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Telecom Department, Surendranagar/Ahmedabad in 
terminating/discontinuing the services of Shri Jasmuddin Ansari, Casual Labour w.e.f. 30.09.1997 is just, valid 
and legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled and what directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 18.01.2001 and received on 12.02.2001 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication. 

2. In response to the notice issued to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 2 alleging 
that he was engaged as a Casual Labour by the first parties The Chief General Manager, Telecom Department, 
Seva Sadan Building, F‘ Floor, Bhadra, Ahmedabad and The Telecom District Manager, Telecom Department, 
Near Aiankar Talkies, Surendranagar on 03.07.1979 where he worked till 29.02.1984. Thereafter, he was re¬ 
engaged on 01.02.1989 till August, 1997 by the Sub-Divisional Officer (Phone), Surendranagar and Sub- 
Divisional Officer (Telephone), Ahmedabad. The copies of the working days are enclosed with the statement of 
claim mark as 1. Thus he continuously worked for 15 years with the first party and also worked for more than 
240 days in the last preceding 12 months prior to the termination of his service in the month of August, 1997 
without following the procedure laid down in Section 25 F of the Industrial Disputes Act. He has further alleged 
that while terminating his service, the persons/workmen junior to him were retained and many of them have also 
been regularised violating the provisions of Section 25 F, G and H of the Industrial Disputes Act. He has further 
alleged that he was entitled for temporary status as per the scheme of the first party which was denied to him in 
mala-fide manner by termination of his service by way of oral order. Thus he has prayed for declaring the 
termination as illegal in violation of the provisions of Section 25 F, G and H of the Industrial Disputes Act and 
Article 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India. 

3. The first parties The Chief General Manager, Telecom Department, Seva Sadan Building, F' Floor, Bhadra, 
Ahmedabad and The Telecom District Manager, Telecom Department, Near Aiankar Talkies, Surendranagar, 
jointly submitted the written statement Ex. 6 denying the averments made in the statement of claim submitted 
that the second party workman has no cause of action, the reference is barred by Limitation Act and 
misconceived, therefore, liable to be dismissed. It is further submitted that the judgement of Central 
Administrative Tribunal, Chandigarh in O.A. No. 1075/HP of 1996 has held that daily wages employees cannot 
claim any right to hold civil post and in State of Himachal Pradesh V/s Suresh A. Kumar Verma, 1996 (2) SC C 
455, the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that appointment to a post in the Government of India can only be 
according to its rules and the Court cannot give any direction to re-engage such persons in any work or to 
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appoint him against the existing vacancies and if the Court does so, the judicial process would become another 
mode of recruitment de-hors of rules. Similarly, the Supreme Court in Tulsi Ram Patel V/s Government of 
India, AIR 1985 SC 1416, has held that the servants employed by the Government of India hold the post under 
the pleasure of the President of India and such pleasure cannot be curtailed by a parliamentary enactment. It has 
been further submitted that the workman worked from July, 1979 to 29.02.1984 under SDO, Telephones, 
Ahmedabad and Surendranagar and remained absent from 01.03.1984 to 31.01.1989 at his own accord without 
intimating the first party and such period of absence cannot be condoned as per rules. It is further submitted that 
the workman re-engaged as Casual Labour from 01.02.1989 to 28.02.1991 under SDO, Telephones, 
Dharangadhara and from 01.03.1991 to 30.03.1997 under SDO, Telephones, Halvad. It is wrong to say that he 
was re-engaged by SDO, Telephones, Surendranagar and Ahmedabad. It is further submitted that his services 
were terminated following the procedure laid down in Section 25 of the Industrial Disputes Act as there was no 
work available to be given to the workman. 

4. It is further submitted that the workman challenged the termination before the Central Administrative Tribunal, 
Ahmedabad vide O.A. No. 583/1997 for regularising of service and consequential benefits which was 
dismissed. No junior employee was retained while terminating his services. Thus the prayer sought by the 
workman in his statement of claim has no force and liable to be rejected. 

5. On the basis of the pleadings, the following issues arise: 

I. Whether the action of the management of Telecom Department, Surendranagar/Ahmedabad in 
terminating/discontinuing the services of Shri Jasmuddin Ansari, Casual Labour w.e.f. 30.09.1997 is 
just, valid and legal? 

II. To what relief, if any, the employee concerned is entitled? 

6. Issue No. I and II: Both the issues are interrelated, therefore, are to be decided together. The burden of proof of 
these issues was lying on the second party workman. He has submitted his affidavit Ex. 10 reiterating the 
averments made in the statement of claim. In his cross-examination, he has stated that he was engaged as Casual 
Labour in July 1979 and worked till the year 1984, thereafter; he did not go to the office for doing work as he 
was not given work. He was re-engaged in the year 1987 as Casual Labour on vouchers and he was orally 
terminated on 30.09.1987. He also remained ill for 2 years during the year 1984 to 1989 and he did not inform 
the first party regarding his illness. He was also given notice while terminating his service with 2 cheques as 
notice pay which he returned to the first party. He admitted that he worked at Halvad and Tikar. He has also 
admitted that no one was re-engaged or re-employed after his termination. He also admitted that he did not work 
for 240 days in any calendar year. He is still unemployed though he searches the job. He has 5 members in his 
family and used to earn Rs.lOOO/- by doing labour work. 

7. After cross-examination of the workman, he stopped coming to the Tribunal and on 13.07.2017, The Assistant 
General Manager (Legal), Telephones, Surendranagar, informed the Tribunal that the workman has expired. Ms. 
Kajal Kalwani, advocate for the second party workman on 14.07.2017 requested for time to verify the facts 
regarding the death of the workman but till date Ms. Kajal Kalwani is unable to explain regarding the facts. 

8. Firstly, as the workman has expired, therefore, the reference has become abate as no legal heirs have moved any 
application for their substitution as party in the place of the deceased workman. Secondly, the deceased 
workman while alive has admitted that he was a casual labour and was retrenched after giving notice and paying 
the notice pay by way of cheques. There is no proof on the record that he did not en-cash such cheques. Thirdly, 
he cannot be said to be a workman as he admitted that he never worked for 240 days in any calendar year. 

9. Thus the reference has no force and the action taken by the management of Telecom Department, 
Surendranagar/Ahmedabad in terminating/discontinuing the services of Shri Jasmuddin Ansari, Casual Labour 
w.e.f. 30.09.1997 cannot be said to be unjust and illegal. 

10. The award is passed accordingly. No relief can be granted. 

P.K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 20* December, 2018 

S.O. 36.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 978/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Circlr 
Secretary, All India postal Employees Union Ahmedabad, and others, and their workmen which were received by the 
Central Government on 24.08.18. 


[No. L-40012/149/93-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi,Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 06* August, 2018 


Reference: (CGITA) No. 978/2004 


1. The Supdt. Of Post Offices, 

Kutch Division, Bhuj, Kutch (Gujarat) 

2. The Chief Post Master General, 

Gujarat Circle, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

3. The Sub-Divisional Inspector, 

Bhachau Post Office, Bhachau, 

Kutch (Guj arat) ... First Party 

V/s 

The Circle Secretary, 

All India Postal Employees Union, 

Postman Class IV and ED AS, 

BecharGnanchiChal, Opp. Behrampura, 

Ahmedabad (Guj arat) - 3 80022 ... Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri P.M. Rami 

For the Second Party : Shri R.C. Pathak 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-40012/149/93- 
IR(DU) dated 25.11.1994 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Supdt. Of Post Offices, Kachchh Division, Bhuj in terminating/not taking on 
duties/discontinuance/the services of Shri Popatlal Gokalbhai Prajapati, Extra Departmental Agent, Chitrod 
Branch of Post Office w.e.f. 13.05.1991 is valid, justified and legal? If not, to what benefits the workman is 
entitled to and what directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 25.11.1994 and received on 12.12.1994 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication. 

2. In response to the notice issued by the Tribunal to the parties, the second party workman Popatlal Gokalbhai 
Prajapati submitted the statement of claim Ex. 2 alleging that he was initially engaged as Postman by the first 
party on 14.09.1988 against a clear vacant post of Postman and he worked on the said post till 13.05.1991 when 
his services were suddenly terminated by the first party without following the due procedure of law. His work 
was satisfactory during the said period. He has further alleged that the Hon’ble Supreme Court in its various 
decisions has observed as under: “Where the workman has worked for a period of more than 2 years 
continuously then obviously the work will be of permanent nature and the said workman shall be absorbed by 
the Management.” The Hon’ble Supreme Court specifically in a case of daily wages employee of Post and 
Telegraph Department observed that there is no scheme of regularisation for Class IV employee in the Post and 
Telegraph Department, therefore, all the employees of Post and Telegraph Department must be regularised who 
have completed 360 days of service. He has further alleged that as per the circulars of the first party itself, such 
workman was entitled for the grant of temporary status but the management neither granted him the temporary 
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status as per its circular nor regularise his service as per the decision of Supreme Court. Thus the termination 
was unjust and illegal. He has further alleged that the management has not followed the principle of ‘last come 
and first go’ as numbers of employees who were junior to him were retained in the service while terminating his 
service. He was also not issued any notice or paid retrenchment compensation while terminating his services 
violating the principles of Section 25 F, G and H of the Industrial Disputes Act. In the conciliation proceedings 
also, the management did not agree for reinstatement of service. Therefore, he has prayed for reinstatement of 
service with back wages, continuity of service and all the consequential benefits. 

3. The first parties The Supdt. Of Post Offices, Kutch Division, Bhuj, Kutch (Gujarat), The Chief Post Master 
General, Gujarat Circle, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) and The Sub-Divisional Inspector, Bhachau Post Office, 
Bhachau, Kutch (Gujarat), partly admitting the averments made in the statement of claim, jointly submitted the 
written statement Ex. 28 alleging that the workman has worked as Extra Departmental Agent from 14.09.1988 
to 13.05.1991 and was not appointed or engaged as Postman as stated by him in his statement of clam. It is true 
that the post on which he was engaged was of permanent nature but he was engaged purely on ad-hoc basis as a 
stop-gap arrangement against the post of a regular employee named R.A. Sadhu who was placed under 
suspension/put off duty. Thus the post was not vacant. The engagement of the workman was purely a stop-gap 
arrangement to manage the work assigned to R.A. Sadhu till the disciplinary proceedings are finalised against 
him. It is wrong to say that the services of the workman were terminated without following due process of law. 
There was no violation of Section 25 E, G and H of the Industrial Disputes Act because he was not appointed on 
permanent basis as said above. It is also submitted that this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to adjudicate the matter 
because the services of the Government servant under Union of India are not governed by the Industrial 
Disputes Act. Their service disputes are always adjudicated by the Central Administrative Tribunal as the Post 
and Telegraph Department is not an Industry. Thus the reference has no force and the prayed sought by the 
workman is liable to be rejected. 

4. On the basis of the pleadings, the following issues arise: 

I. Whether the action of the Supdt. Of Post Offices, Kachchh Division, Bhuj in terminating/not taking on 
duties/discontinuance/the services of Shri Popatlal Gokalbhai Prajapati, Extra Departmental Agent, 
Chitrod Branch of Post Office w.e.f. 13.05.1991 is valid, justified and legal? 

II. To what relief, if any, the employee concerned is entitled? 

5. Issue No. I and II: Both the issues are interrelated, therefore, are to be decided together. The burden of proof of 
these issues was lying on the second party workman. The workman was examined vide Ex. 17 wherein he has 
reiterated the averments made in the statement of claim and in his cross-examination, he has not said anything 
contrary to his examination-in-chief but has not stated that he was recruited as per the procedure of the 
recruitment rules of Post and Telegraph Department. He has admitted that he was engaged as a Extra 
Departmental Agent as stop-gap arrangement for a fixed period from time to time. He submitted number of 
documents vide list Ex. 7. Neither of the documents reveals that he was appointed on permanent basis but some 
of the documents reveal that he was paying the premium of insurance in the Postal Department. 

6. The first party examined one Valajibhai Maheshwari who has stated on oath that the second party workman was 
not a permanent employee or Postman but he was engaged as Extra Departmental Agent in the leave vacancy of 
a permanent employee who was subjected to disciplinary proceedings. 

7. The workman in his oral and documentary evidences has not proved that any junior person has been appointed 
after termination of his service. 

8. The first party has submitted the departmental rules and regulations of recruitment (D.G., P.&T., Letter No. - 
43-4/77-Pen., dated 18.05.1979 and Circular No. 19-34/99-ED & Trg., dated 30.12.1999) which provides as 
under: 

“(16) Provisional appointment of ED Agents - It has come to the notice of this office that provisional 
appointments made to ED posts are being allowed to continue for indefinite periods and when regular 
appointments are made, the provisionally appointed persons do not readily hand over the charge. The following 
instructions are issued in this regard: - 

i. As far as possible, provisional appointments should be avoided. Provisional appointments 
should not be made to fill the vacancies caused by the retirement of ED Agents. In such cases, 
the Appointment Authority should take action well in time before the retirement of the 
incumbent ED Agent, to select 2 suitable successors. 

ii. Where possible, provisional appointments should be made only for specific periods. The 
appointed person should be given to understand that the appointment will be terminated on 
expiry of the specified period and that he will have no claim for regular appointment. Where a 
new post office is opened or where a new post is created or where an ED Agent dies while in 
service or resigns from his post and it is not possible to make regular appointment 
immediately, a provisional appointment should be made for a specific period. The offer for 
appointment should be in the form annexed (Annexure A). 
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iii. Where an ED Agent is put off duty pending departmental or judicial proceedings against him 
and it is not possible to ascertain the period by which the departmental/judicial proceedings 
are likely to be finalized, a provisional appointment may be made, in the form annexed 
(Annexure B). It should be made clear to the provisionally appointed person that if ever it is 
decided to reinstate the previous incumbent, the provisional appointment will be terminated 
and that he shall have no claim to any appointment. 

Even in cases where an appointment is made to fill the vacancy caused by the dismissal/removal of an ED Agent 
and the dismissed/removed employee has not exhausted all channels of appeal, the appointment should only be 
provisional. The offer for appointment should be in the form annexed (Annexure B). 

Efforts should be made to give alternative employment to ED Agents who are appointed provisionally and 
subsequently discharged from service due to administrative reasons, if at the time of discharge they had put in 
not less than three years’ continuous approved service. In such cases, their names should be included in the 
waiting list of ED Agents discharged from service, prescribed in D.G., P. (& T., Letter No. 43-4/77-Pen., dated 
23.02.1979.” 

9. I considered the oral and written arguments of the parties. From the evidence of record, it is established that the 
workman was appointed as an Extra Departmental Agent on a fixed term as a stop-gap arrangement against the 
vacancy of permanent employee named R.A. Sadhu who has been subjected to disciplinary proceedings. 

10. It is a settled law that no appointment can be made in the Government of India against the recruitment rules. 
This workman was engaged on a fixed term basis against the non-vacant post of one R.A. Sadhu who was put 
under suspension for undergoing disciplinary proceedings. Thus the retrenchment cannot be said to be illegal 
but as the documentary evidences reveal that he worked for more than 391 days but in less than 3 years, 
therefore, it would be equitable to grant a lump-sum amount of Rs. 50000/- (Rupees Fifty Thousand) as 
compensation. No further relief is granted except as said above. 

11. The award is passed accordingly. The first parties are directed to pay the aforesaid amount of Rs. 50000/- 
(Rupees Fifty Thousand) to the second party workman Popatlal Gokalbhai Prajapati within 60 days from the 
publication of the award. 

P.K. CHATURVEDl, Presiding Officer 


20 2018 
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I 

[4. T^-42012/52/2009- (4t^] 


New Delhi, the 20* December, 2018 

S.O. 37. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 10/2009) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court 
Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Assistant 
Provident Fund Commissioner, Employees Provident Fund Organisation Ahmedabad, & Others, and their workmen 
which were received by the Central Government on 17.10.18. 

[No. L-42012/52/2009-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 
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ANNEXURE 

BEEORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 09* October, 2018 


Reference (CGITA) No. 10/2009 

1. The Assistant Provident Fund Commissioner, 

Employees Provident Fund Organisation, 

SRO, 

Vapi (Gujarat) 

2. The Regional Provident Fund Commissioner, 

Employees Provident Fund Organisation, 

Head Office, 14, Bhikaji Cama Place, 

New Delhi 

3. The Regional Provident Fund Commissioner, 

Employees Provident Fund Organisation, 

Regional Office, Bhavishyanidhi Bhawan, 

Nr. RBI, Income Tax Circle, Ashram Road, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) .. .First Parties 

V/s 

Shri Harish Kumar M. Gulrajani, 

52, Hathram Ka Darwaja, Near Mohan Talkies, 

Ratlam (MP) - 457001 .. .Second Party 

For the First Parties : None 

For the Second Party : Shri R.C. Pathak 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-42012/52/2009- 
IR(DU) dated 07.12.2009 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal cum Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Regional Provident Fund Commissioner, Ahmedabad in imposing 
the penalty of dismissal from service on their workman Shri Harish M. Gulrajani vide order dated 23.12.2004 is 
legal and justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 07.12.2009 and received on 21.12.2009 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. In response to the notice issued to the parties, the second party workman submitted the statement of claim Ex. 7 
alleging that he joined as Lower Division Clerk in the office of Regional Provident Fund Commissioner, Vapi 
on 19.04.1995. His services were found satisfactory, therefore, he was promoted on 31.12.1998 as Upper 
Division Clerk and posted at SRO, Vapi but he was dismissed from service on 04.08.2004 with a mala-fide 
intention and illegally on the ground that he was trapped to take bribe by the Anti Corruption Bureau. He was 
subjected to criminal trial under Prevention of Corruption Act wherein he was acquitted by the court of law for 
want of evidence. But as the first party was adamant to victimize him, therefore, he was subjected to 
departmental enquiry wherein he was awarded the punishment of dismissal from service. He preferred an appeal 
against the order of dismissal before the appropriate authority but same was also rejected. Therefore, he raised 
this dispute before the Conciliation Officer; hence, this reference was referred for adjudication before the 
Tribunal. 

3. The first party did not prefer to submit the written statement, therefore, the reference was ordered to proceed ex- 
parte against the first party on 10.03.2016. 

4. The second party workman in support of his statement of claim Ex. 7 submitted the affidavit Ex. 12 reiterating 
the averments made in the statement of claim Ex. 7 and has also filed the documents regarding the order of 
acquittal by the Criminal Court and other relevant documents regarding the departmental proceedings. 

5. I heard the arguments of the learned counsel for the second party. 
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6. The Section 9 of the Civil Procedure Code provides as under: 

“9. Courts to try all civil suits unless barred: The Courts shall (subject to the provisions herein contained) 
have jurisdiction to try all suits of a civil nature excepting suits of which their cognizance is either expressly or 
impliedly barred.” 

7. The Administrative Tribunal Act, 1985 provides as under: 

“SECTION 1 SHORT TITLE, EXTENT AND COMMENCEMENT: 

(1) This Act may be called the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985. 

(2) It extends, - (a) in so far as it relates to the Central Administrative Tribunal, to the whole of India; 

(b) In so far as it relates to the Administrative Tribunals for States, to the whole of India, except the State of 

Jammu and Kashmir. 

(3) The provisions of this Act, in so far as they relate to the Central Administrative Tribunal, shall come into 
force on such date ^ as the Central Government may, by notification, appoint. 

(4) The provisions of the Act, in so far as they relate to Administrative Tribunal, for a State shall come into 
force in State on such date ^ as the Central Government may, by notification appoint. 

Comments: 

The Act applies to all categories of Central Government servants and others posted to work in the State of Jammu 
and Kashmir as well; Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan v. Subhas Sharma, (2002) 4 SCC 145. 

1. The provisions of this Act in so far as they relate to the Central Administrative Tribunal, came into force on 1-7- 

1985, vide G.S.R. 527(E), dated 1st July, 1985. 

2. The provisions of this Act in so far as they relate to the State Administrative Tribunal, for Andhra Pradesh came 

into force on 1-11-1989, vide G.S.R. 921(E), dated 25th October, 1989 and for Arunachal Pradesh came into 
force on 3-8-1989, vide G.S.R. 638(E), dated 3rd August, 1989 and for Gujarat, Himachal Pradesh, Karnataka, 
Kerala, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra and Orissa came into force on 1-1-1985; vide G.S.R. 956(E), dated 31st 
December, 1985, and for the State of Bihar came into force on 22-10-1991, vide S.O. 715(E), dated 22nd 
October, 1991. 

2. ACT NOT TO APPLY TO CERTAIN PERSONS: 

The provisions of this Act shall not apply to - 

(a) Any member of the naval, military or air force or of any other armed forces of the Union; ^[***] 

(b) Omitted 

(c) Any officer or servant of the Supreme Court or any High Court ^ [or Courts subordinate thereto;] 

(d) Any person appointed to the secretarial staff of either House of Parliament or to the secretarial staff of any 

State Legislature or a House thereof or, in the case of a Union territory having a Legislature, of that 
Legislature. 

1. Clause (b) omitted by Act 19 of 1986, sec. 3 (w.r.e.f. 1-11-1985). 

2. Ins. by Act 51 of 1987, sec. 2 (w.e.f. 22-12-1987). 

8. The Section 2 (s) of the Industrial Disputes Act provides as under: 

“The Section 2 (s) of the Industrial Disputes Act defines workman as under: ’ ’ 

“Section 2 (s): “workman” means any person (including an apprentice) employed in any industry to do any 
manual, unskilled, skilled, technical, operational, clerical or supervisory work for hire or reward, whether the 
terms of employment be express or implied, and for the purposes of any proceeding under this act in relation to 
an industrial dispute, includes any such person who has been dismissed, discharged or retrenched in connection 
with, or as a consequence of, that dispute, or whose dismissal, discharge or retrenchment has led to that dispute, 
but does not include any such person - 

(i) Who is subject to the Air Eorce Act, 1950 (45 of 1950), or the Army Act, 1950 (46 of 1950), or the 
Navy Act, 1957 (62 of 1957); or 

(ii) Who is employed in the police service or as an officer or other employee of a person; or 

(hi) Who is employed mainly in a managerial or administration capacity; or 

(iv) Who, being employed in a supervisory capacity, draws wages exceeding (ten thousand rupees) per 

mensem or exercises, either by the nature of the duties attached to the office or by reason of the powers 
vested in him, functions mainly of a managerial nature.” 
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9. The principles of legal jurisprudence provide that Civil Court has jurisdiction over all the matters of civil nature 
unless it is expressly or impliedly harred as given under Section 9 of the Civil Procedure Code. The service 
disputes regarding employees of State and Central Government are barred by the Administrative Tribunal Act, 
1985 and Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Second principle is that if there is a dispute of jurisdiction between the 
two statutes, then the later statutes in date will be applicable. In the present case, the workman has himself 
alleged in his statement of claim that he was a Upper Division Clerk in the office of Regional Provident Fund 
Commissioner under the Government of India, therefore, is a central government employee and the later in date 
the statute namely Administrative Tribunal Act, 1985 provides that any service dispute with respect to a person 
regarding all matters relating to the conditions of his service in connection with the affairs of the Union or of 
any state or of any local or other authority within the territory of India or under the control of Government of 
India regarding (i) Remuneration (including allowances), pension and other retirement benefits; (ii) Tenure 
including confirmation, seniority, promotion, revision, pre-mature retirement and superannuation; (iii) Leave of 
any kind; (iv) Disciplinary matters; (v) any other matters whatsoever shall be adjudicate by the Central 
Administrative Tribunal or State Administrative Tribunal as the case may be. 

10. In the present case, the so called workman has himself admitted that he was dismissed from service while 
serving as Upper Division Clerk in the service of Union of India, thus the question of his dismissal or 
termination as per the provisions of the Central Administrative Act can only be adjudicated by the Central 
Administrative Tribunal under the Administrative Tribunal Act, 1985 being later in date to the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 and this is a basis principle that if there is a dispute between the two statutes regarding 
jurisdiction then the statute later in date shall prevail. 

11. Thus this Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court has no jurisdiction over the matter and the 
reference is disposed of with a direction to the so called workman Harish M. Gulrajani to approach the proper 
forum. 

12. The award is passed accordingly. 

P.K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

20 2018 
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New Delhi,the 20* December, 2018 

S.O. 38. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.551/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Sub - 
Divisional (Tele) , Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited Deesa, Ahmedabad, and others, and their workmen which were 
received by the Central Government on 22.10.18. 

[No. L-40012/257/2002-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 22"“ October, 2018 


Reference (CGITA) No. 551/2004 

1. The Sub-Divisional Officer (Tele.), 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, 

Deesa Telephone Exchange, 

Deesa (B.K.) - 385536 
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2. The Chief General Manager, 

Telecom Department, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Khanpur, 

Ahmedahad (Gujarat) - 380001 

3. The General Manager Telecom, 

Telecom Department, 

Palanpur Telecom District, Joravar Palace, 

Palanpur (B.K.) - 385001 .. .First Parties 

V/s 

The Org. Secretary, 

The Association of Railway and Post Employees, 

15, Shashi Apartment, 

Nr. Anjalee Cinema, Vasna Road, 

Ahmedahad (Guj arat) - 3 80007 ... Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri H.R. Raval 

For the Second Party : Shri Chintan Gohel 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-40012/257/2002- 
IR(DU) dated 17.04.2003 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedahad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Telecom District Manager, Palanpur/SDOT, Deesa, Bharat Sanchar 
Nigam Limited (Telecom Department) in terminating the services of Shri Md. Umatali Md. Alim is legal, proper 
and justified? If so, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and since when?” 

1. The reference dates back to 17.04.2003 and received on 21.05.2003 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. In response to the notice, the second party submitted the statement of claim along with vakalatpatra of Shri R.C. 
Pathak on 05.04.2005. The first party submitted the vakalatpatra Ex. 6 of Shri H.R. Raval on 31.01.2010 and 
written statement Ex. 7 on 06.08.2010. 

3. The second party workman submitted an application Ex. 8 for production of documents and the first party 
submitted the reply Ex. 9 in response to the application Ex. 8. 

4. Today on 22.10.2018, Shri Chintan Gohel, the advocate for the second party stated in the Tribunal that the 
workman has not been in his contact and he has no instructions from the client. 

5. Thus it appears that the second party workman is not willing to prosecute the case. 

6. Thus the reference is disposed of in the absence of the evidence of the second party workman with the 
observation as under: “the action of the management of Telecom District Manager, Palanpur/SDOT, Deesa, 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited (Telecom Department) in terminating the services of Shri Md. Umatali Md. 
Alim is legal, proper and justified.” 

7. The award is passed accordingly. 

P.K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


20 2018 
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New Delhi, the 20* December, 2018 

S.O. 39. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.536/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court 
Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Chife General 
Manager (Telecom), Gujarat Circle ,Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Khanpur Ahmedabad, and others, and their 
workmen which were received by the Central Government on 17.10.18. 

[No. L-40012/163/2002-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 24* September, 2018 


Reference (CGITA) No. 536/2004 

1. The Chief General Manager (Telecom), 

Gujarat Circle, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Khanpur, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

2. The Telecom District Manager, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Ganj Market, 

Palanpur (B.K.) - 385001 .. .First Parties 

V/s 

The Org. Secretary, 

The Association of Railway and Post Employees, 

15, Shashi Apartment, 

Nr. Anjalee Cinema, Vasna Road, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) -380007 .. .Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri H.R. Raval 

For the Second Party : Shri Chinten Gohel 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-40012/163/2002- 
IR(DU) dated 10.02.2003 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited (Telecom Department) in terminating 
the services of Shri Baijnath Sing Yadav is legal, proper and justified? If not, to what relief the concern 
workman is entitled to and what other directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 10.02.2003 and received on 06.03.2003 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim on 05.04.2005 and the first 
party submitted the written statement on 22.04.2010. 

3. On 24.09.2018, Shri Chintan Gohel, advocate for the second party workman has given in writing that the 
workman Baijnath Sing Yadav has not been in his contact. 

4. Therefore, it appears that the second party union or its workman is not willing to prosecute the case. 

5. Thus the reference is disposed of in the absence of the evidence of the second party union or its workman with 
the observation as under: “the action of the management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited (Telecom 
Department) in terminating the services of Shri Baijnath Sing Yadav is legal, proper and justified.” 

P.K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 20* December, 2018 

S.O. 40. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.1215/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Ahmedabad, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the Telecom 
District Engineer, Telecom Department Ahmedabad, and others, and their workmen which were received by the Central 
Government on 17.10.18. 


[No. L-40012/171/2002-IR (DU)] 
RAJENDRA JOSHI, Dy. Director 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 05* October, 2018 


Reference (CGITA) No. 1215/2004 


The Telecom District Engineer, 

Telecom Department, 

Surendranagar (Gujarat) - 363001 .. .First Party 


V/s 

The President, 

Saurashtra Employees Union, 

City Shops, 3* Floor, 

Opp. Jagnath Policy Chowky, Dr. Yagnik Road, 

Rajkot (Gujarat) - 360001 .. .Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri H.R. Raval 

For the Second Party : Shri Prabhatsinh Parmar 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-40012/171/2002- 
IR(DU) dated 08.01.2003 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal , Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Surendranagar not to give 
employment to Shri Hejam Kishorkumar Tulsidas is justified or legal? If not, what relief the workman is entitled 
for and since when?” 

1. The reference dates back to 08.01.2003 and received on 16.02.2003 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award. 

2. After issuing notice to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 2 on 
19.08.2003/04.11.2003 along with number of documents. The first party submitted the written statement Ex. 7 
on 06.01.2005. 
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3. Today on 05.10.2018, the second party workman moved an application Ex. 32 stating that he does not want to 
proceed the case and requested the Tribunal to withdraw the case. The application Ex. 32 is allowed. 

4. Thus the reference is disposed of as withdrawn. 

P.K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


Revll, 26 2018 
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[P. W-12012/82/2012-3nf3TR (^-II)] 


New Delhi, the 26* December, 2018 


^ EfJEPT SlPlThTfr 


S.O. 41. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 04/2013-14) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as 
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Andhra Bank, and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 26.12.2018. 

[No. L-12012/82/2012-IR(B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI S.S. GARG, PRESIDING OFFICER,CGIT-CUM-LABOURT COURT, NAGPUR 


Case No.CGIT/NGP/04/2013-14 Date: 01.11.2018 

Party No.l(a) : The General Manager, 

Andhra Bank, Zonal Office, 

Mahakali Caves Road, 

Mahal Industrial Estate, Andheri (East), 

Mumbai 400093. 


Party No.l(b) : The Branch Nanager, 

Andhra Bank, Butibori Branch, 

Tehsil & Distt. Nagpur, 

Nagpur - 441108. 

Party No.l(c) : Shri C. Ramchandran, 

C.M.D., Andhra Bank, Pattabhi Bhawan, 
Khairtabad, Hyderabad, 

Hyderabad (A.P.). 

Versus 


Party No.2 


Smt. Sangita Satish Patil, 

R/o C/o Sonu Devaji Shivankar, 

At & PO. New Basti, Shrusti Layout, 
Ward No. 3, Behind Jijamata School, 
Butibori, Tehsil & Distt. Nagpur, 
Nagpur (M.S.). 


AWARD 


(Dated: OU' November, 2018) 


In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of Andhra Bank and their workman, Smt. Sangita Satish 
Patil for adjudication, as per letter No.L-I20I2/82/20I2-IR (B-II) dated 01.03.2013, with the following schedule:- 


“Whether the action of the management of the Andhra Bank, Buttihori, Tah & Distt. Nagpur through its 
Branch Manager for termination from services of Smt. Sangita Satish Patil, R/o Buttihori, Distt. Nagpur is legal 
and justified? What relief to the workman is entitled to?” 
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2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement, hy registered post with acknowledge due, Shri B.B Sharma and Y.B. Sharma, advocates field joint 
vakalatnama on behalf of the Party No. 1 i.e. management on 20.06.2013 and Mrs. Rajshree Waikar, advocate filed 
vakalatnama on behalf of the petitioner on 07.08.2013. Petitioner filed statement of claim on 20.09.2013 and Party No. 1 
filed their reply on affidavit on 01.03.2018. Petitioner also examined herself after filing evidence on affidavit on 
13.02.2015, but petitioner was absent from 02.11.2017, even this Tribunal issued fresh notice to both parties. 

3. Party No. 1/management filed an application, LA. No. 1 for setting aside the exparte order, which was allowed 
by this Tribunal on 18.10.2018, after the service of the application LA. No. l(According to the track report). Party No. 1 
also filed an application for dismissal of the reference on 18.10.2018, which was marked as LA. No. 2. In these 
circumstances, without going on merit of the case, LA. No. 2 is allowed. It shows that, petitioner is not interested to 
continue with this reference. Hence it is ordered: 


ORDER 

The reference is answered in the negative and against the petitioner. The petitioner is not entitled to any 

relief. 


S.S. GARG,Presiding Officer 


^ Revll, 26 2018 

311. 42.-3fi^'lRlcb fcfcfK 3Tf^rf^PPT 1947 (l947 7f7T 14) ^ HR! 17 ^ SIJLRH ^ 3TTT 

^ ^ Plhlvjlcbj sfk sijefer ^ PiRte 3lMPph fcfcfR WhR 

-hlhIcHh ^ 86/2006) ^ WlPcl TfRlfr f JTt Tp 26.12. 

2018 ^ Vim ?3TT an I 


[P. W-12012/73/2006-3nf3TR (^-II)] 
RfcT SIJBFT SlPphPt 


New Delhi, the 26* December, 2018 

S.O. 42. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 86/2006) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in 
the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Bank of Maharashtra and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 26.12.2018. 


[No. L-12012/73/2006 - IR(B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI S.S. GARG, PRESIDING OFFICER, CGIT-CUM-LABOURT COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No.CGIT/NGP/86/2006 Date: 09.10.2018 

Party No.l : The Regional Manager, 

Bank of Maharashtra, 

Regional Office, Near Siddharth Hotel, 

Chandrapur (M.S.) - 442402. 


Versus 


Party No.2 : Shri Bhalchandra Parshuram Lengure, 

R/0 Madnapur Ward, Post Sindewahi, 

Chandrapur (M.S.). 

(Dated: 09* October, 2018) 


AWARD 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employer, in relation to the management of Bank of Maharashtra and their workman, 
Shri Bhalchandra Parshuram Lengure for adjudication, as per letter No.L-12012/73/2006- (IR(B-II) dated 30.10.2006, 
with the following schedule:- 
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“Whether the action of the management of Bank of Maharashtra in respect of their Sindewahi Branch, 
Distt. Chandrapur in terminating the services of Shri Bhalchandra Parshuram Lengure, Ex-Sub Staff w.e.f. 
30.10.2004 is proper & justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement, by registered post with acknowledge due. In this case, petitioner/claimant filed statement of claim and 
management filed written statement. Management also filed evidence on affidavit, but nobody has appeared on behalf of 
the workman from 29.12.2010 to 22.03.2011. Management also filed written notes of argument and petitioner filed an 
application for setting aside the order dated 29.12.2010. This application was allowed on 03.01.2014 by my predecessor. 
On 16.12.2014, my predecessor rejected the application of the petitioner, in which, he prayed to set aside the order dated 
19.03.2014. After that, petitioner and his advocate have been absent. 

3. This Tribunal issued a notice to the petitioner for appearance on 12.03.2018, but nobody was present on behalf 
of the petitioner. It shows that, petitioner did not want to proceed with the reference, so it was closed. Hence, it is 
ordered: 

ORDER 

The reference is answered in the negative and against the workman. The workman is not entitled to any 

relief. 

SHYAM SUNDER GARG, Presiding Officer 


Recll, 26 2018 

TO. 31T. 43.-3fl^'lRlcb fcTcTO Slf^rf^TTO 1947 (l947 TO 14) EfRI 17 ^ SfJTTTTOT ^ WhR ^f^RET t'TfT 

3TTO ^ TOfEfcra ^ PlhlviTcbj 3fN to4to^ ^ ^ ^ PiRte sMPRh fcfcTO ^ WhR 

SlMPph STPtTOU/TO TOTTORI P. 1, ^ REcfr ^ P. 154/2013) ^ TTOpcI TOcfl t ^ cfT-sflil Tp 

26.12. 2018 Tp TOcI F3TT STT | 


[P. W-39025/01/2017-311^3117 (^-H)] 
Tfcl ^TTR, 3f3TOT 3lPrTOfr 


New Delhi, the 26* December, 2018 

S.O. 43. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 154/2013) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No 1, New Delhi as 
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Union Bank of India, and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 26.12.2018. 

[No. L-39025/01/2017 - IR(B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OE SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA : PRESIDING OEFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No.I, DWARKA COURTS COMPLEX : NEW DELHI 

ID No. I54/20I3 


Shri Chedda Lai Sharma, 

S/o. late Shri Puran Chand, 

R/o. H.NO.B014/1, Manbhari Kunj, 

Sindhu Farm Road, Meetapur Extn. 

New Delhi 110044. .. .Workman 


Versus 


(1) The Regional Manager, 

Union Bank of India, 

Shaheed Bhagat Singh Market, 

Gole Market, New Delhi. 

(2) The Branch Manager, 

Union Bank of India, 

SSI Branch Okhla, 173-174 DSIDC, 
Okhla Indl. Area, Phase-I, 

New Delhi 110020. 


... Management 
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AWARD 

This Award shall decide a claim petition directly filed by the workman/claimant Chedda Lai Sharma under 
Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947( hereinafter referred to as “the Act”)., with the averments that he was 
engaged as a casual worker by Management No.2 in the year 1998, where he worked till 21/6/2011 without any break. 
The Management was taking the work of dafty from the workman for stitching of vouchers etc. continuously and paid 
him wages/salary in his bank account as there was no daftry posted in the said Branch of the Management Bank. The 
Management did not regularize the workman though gave assurances and as such, the workman raised an Industrial 
dispute in the year 2011 for his regularization before the Conciliation Officer but after that the Management in 
frustration terminated the services of the workman during the conciliation proceedings. The petitioner had rendered 
service for more than 13 years with the Management Bank on regular basis without any break. Though the prayer clause 
of the statement of claim is not happily worded, yet it can be inferred from the averments made in para (viii) thereof that 
the workman is seeking relief of reinstatement into service on regular basis, inasmuch as he has already crossed the age 
bar to get some other service and has spent most part of his life to serve the Bank. 

2. The claim petition has been resisted by the Management who filed written statement and took preliminary 
objections that the claimant was neither an employee of the Management Bank nor was appointed by the Management 
rather he was only engaged for casual work by the Management Bank at its SSI Branch, Okhla, New Delhi and as such 
there never existed any employer-employee relationship between the parties. On merits, it is stated that the claimant was 
engaged for doing the job work of book binding at its Okhla Branch as and when required and he was paid according to 
the job work performed by him and as per bills submitted by him. It has been denied that the claimant worked from 1998 
to 21/1/2011 as alleged by him. Since the claimant was not an employee of the Management Bank, question of 
termination of his service did not arise. Prayer has been made for dismissal of the claim petition. 

3. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed by my learned Predecessor on 26/2/2014 

(1) Whether the claimant rendered continuous service of one year as contemplated by provisions of 
Section 25-B of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 in preceding 12 months from the date of his alleged 
termination of service ? 

(2) Whether claimant is entitled to relief of reinstatement in service ? 


4. The Claimant in support of his case examined himself as W.W.l and tendered his affidavit Ex.WWl/A alongwith 
documents Ex.WWl/1 to WWl/4. 

5. On the other hand, the Management in order to rebut the case of the claimant examined Shri Roop Lai Meena, 
Assistant General Manager as MWl who also tendered his evidence by way of affidavit Ex.MWl/A alongwith 
documents Ex.MWl/1 and Ex.MWl/2. 

6. I have heard Shri Devender Sharma, A/R for the workman and Shri Rajat Arora, A/R for the Management and 
have gone through the records carefully. My findings on the above issues are as follows. 

Issue No. 1 : 

7. There is no dispute about preposition of law that onus to prove that claimant was in the employment of 
Management is always on the workman/claimant and he worked with the Management for 240 days in a calendar year, 
it is for the workman to adduce evidence to prove factum of his employment with the Management Bank. Such evidence 
may be in form of receipt of salary or wages for 240 days or record of his/her appointment or engagement for that year to 
show that he/she has worked with the employer for 240 days or more in a Calendar year. In this regard, reference may 
be made to Batala Coop. Susar Mills Ltd. U?. Sowaran Singh. (2005) 8 Supreme Court Cases 481 as well as Director 
Fisheries Terminated Division Vs. Bhikubhai Meghajibhai Gavda (2012) 1 SCC 47. 

8. This Tribunal has to consider the oral as well as documentary evidence adduced on record so as to decide the 
question of relationship of employer and employee between the Management and the claimant herein. In this respect, it 
is appropriate to refer to the affidavit Ex.WWl/A of the claimant which is in line with the averments made in the claim 
petition. According to the testimony of the claimant that the Management was taking the work of daftry from him and 
he worked as such for the last 13 years at different branches of the Bank and his work was totally supervisd by the Bank 
officials. His salary was paid by the Bank and used to be credited in his account by the bank and in support, he has filed 
on record copies of the bank statement and cheque deposit slips as Ex.WWl/1 and Ex.WWl/2 (colly.) He also deposed 
that he had been working at the instructions of the Management and dealt in maintaining vouchers, current deposit and 
day book which work was of perennial in nature. He has filed on record copies of cover note of cash book/day book etc. 
maintained by him as Ex.WWl/3 alongwith photographs Ex.WWl/4 to show that he was working inside the bank 
premises. In cross examination he clarified that no appointment letter was issued to him by the Management and that 
entry dated 4/11/1999 & 6-11-1999 and other entries in Ex.WWl/1 pertain to the wages having been paid by the Bank. 

9. It has been admitted by the Management in its written statement that the claimant was engaged for casual work 
by the Management Bank at its SSI Branch, Okhla, New Delhi. MWl Shri Roop Lai Meena clarified in his cross 
examination that the claimant was engaged only for book binding work casually during the period from 1998 to 2011 and 
that no record of such casual employee is maintained by the Bank. According to him, payment used to be made to the 
claimant under book binding expenses/misc. expenses head by way of cheque or through ECS. He admitted that the 
workman had worked at various branches of the Management bank but he could not say for how many hours in a day, the 
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claimant worked. He also admitted that the claimant ued to prepare/bind books like documents Ex.WWl/3. He could 
not admit or deny if the claimant did the work of daftry with the Management Bank. He also stated that the Bank does 
not have any documentary evidence to show that the workman worked for less than 240 days in a calendar year. He 
admitted that the payments having been made to the workman/claimant from time to time through vouchers must have 
been reflected./entered in the General Register and/or Cash Book maintained by the branch. 

10. From the pleadings and evidence on record as discussed above it stands proved that the claimant was duly 
engaged by the Management Bank for casual work and he did the work of daftry/book binder from 1998 to 2011 at 
different branches of the Management Bank. As such, it clearly establishes relationship of employer-employee between 
the Management and claimant. In this regard, reference can be made to the decision in the case of Devinder Singh Vs. 
Municipal Council. Sanaur, AIR 2011 Supreme Courtt 2532, wherein the Hon’ble Apex Court while interpreting the 
provisions of Section 2(S) of the Act which deals with the definition of “workman” has observed as under 

“The source of employment, the quantum of recruitment, the terms & conditions of employment/ 
contract of service, the quantum of wages/ pay and mode of payment are not at all relevant for 
deciding whether or not a person is a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the Act. The 
definition of workman also does not make any distinction between full time and part time employee or a 
person appointed on contract basis. There is nothing in the plain language of Section 2(s) from which 
it can be inferred that only person employed on regular basis or a person employed for doing whole 
time job is a workman and the one employed on temporary, part time or contract basis on fixed wages 
or as a casual employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a workman.” 

It is clear from the perusal of aforesaid observations that even if a person is engaged on temporary, part time or contract 
basis or for doing any other kind of work and is duly paid wages for the said work, in that eventuality such a person 
would be covered by the definition of “workman” as provided in Section 2(S) of the Act. Consequently, it is held that 
there existed relationship of employee -employer between the workman/claimant and the Management. 

11. Equally settled is the position of law that when relationship of employer-employee stands proved between the 
parties, then onus will shift upon the employer/management to show that the claimant has not worked for 240 days or 
more in a calendar year or that the services of the claimant was terminated in accordance with the provisions of the Act 
or in accordance with Standing Order applicable to the establishment concerned. As discussed above, in the case in hand, 
engagement of the claimant for casual work of book binding has been duly proved on record. The Management has not 
filed any document in the form of abstract of attendance of claimant or other such casual workers so as to show that 
claimant has not completed 240 days in a calendar year. Even MWl Roop Lai Meena admitted that the Management 
Bank does not have any documentary proof to show that the workman worked for less than 240 days in a calendar year. 
In such circumstances, statement of the claimant who appeared as WW1 can not be brushed aside, more so for the reason 
that work of daftry is of regular and perennial in nature. The Management bank has not adduced any evidence to show as 
to who was/were the person/s engaged or doing such like work in the said Branch. 

12. Net result of the aforesaid discussion is that the claimant had completed 240 days in a calendar year as 
contemplated under Section 25-B of the Act. This issue is accordingly decided in favour of the claimant and against the 
Management. 

Issue No.2 : 


13. Now the vital question for consideration is as to whether the action of the management in terminating the 
services of the workman w.e.f. 21/6/22011 is legal and justified. 

14. The case of the workman is that since the Management did not regularize the workman despite assurances, the 
workman raised an Industrial dispute in the year 2011 for his regularization before the Conciliation Officer but after that 
the Management in frustration terminated his services during the conciliation proceedings by an oral order. The claimant 
has deposed in his testimony that no memo or charge sheet was issued to him prior to his illegal termination and even no 
compensation was paid or offered by the Management. This Tribunal has already held that the claimant was the 
“Workman” for the purposes of the Act and had worked for over 240 days in a calendar year. 

15. Management has not adduced any evidence to show that before ordering termination of workmen herein w.e.f. 
21/6/2011, the workmen has been issued any notice or has been paid one month’s wages in lieu of such notice as 
required under Section 25-F of the Act. There is long line of decisions of Hon’ble Apex Court as well as of various 
High Courts that provisions of Section 25-F of the Act are mandatory in nature and termination of the workman from 
services in derogation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act will render whole action of the Management Bank to 
be illegal and wrong under the law. In the circumstances, it is held that action of the Management in terminating the 
service of the workmen is totally illegal, wrong and in violation of Section 25-F of the Act. 

16. Now the residual question is whether the claimant/work is entitled to any incidental relief of payment of back 
wages and/or reinstatement of service with full back wages. In his affidavit, the workman has specifically stated that he 
is unemployed since the date of his illegal termination and he could not get any job despite best efforts. The 
Management has not adduced any evidence to show that the claimant is gainfully employed somewhere else on full 
time/regular basis. Even if it is assumed that the workmen is doing some intermittent or adhoc work to make his both 
ends meet on daily wage basis, that would not itself amount to gainful employment. 


The Hon’ble Apex Court in case “Deepali Gundu Surwase v. Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidvalava’ 


reported as (2013) 10 SCC 324 has held as under : 
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“The propositions which can he culled out from the aforementioned judgments are : 

i) In cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service and back 
wages is the normal rule. 

ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of 
getting back wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the 
adjudicating authority or the Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or 
was employed on lesser wages. If the employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, 
then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to prove that the employee/workman wads 
gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages he/she wads drawing prior to 
the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden of proof of the 
existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, 
once the employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically 
plead and prove that the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or 
substantially similar emoluments.” 

18. The Hon’ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25E of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ah initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, sometime 
as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that termination of 
service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one month’s notice or 
pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25E (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering the action of the 
employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not terminated. ( Anoop 
Sharma Vs. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

19. A Bench of three Judges of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited v. 
Employees of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited (1979) 2 SCC 80 held that relief of reinstatement with continuity of 
service can be granted where termination of service is found to be invalid. It would mean that the employer has taken 
away illegally the right to work of the workman contrary to the relevant law or in breach of contract and simultaneously 
deprived the workman of his earnings. If thus the act of employer is found to be totally illegal and arbitrary, in that 
eventuality the workman is required to be reinstated, with full back wages. Plain common sense also dictates that the 
removal of an order terminating the services of workmen must ordinarily lead to the reinstatement of the services of the 
workmen alongwith payment of back wages. 

20. However, Hon’ble Apex Court in the case General Manager. Haryana Roadways Vs. Rudan Singh, 
reported as 2005 SCC (L&S) 716 observed as under 

“8. There is no rule of thumb that in every case where the Industrial Tribunal gives a finding that the termination 
of service was in violation of Section 25-F of the Act, entire back wages should be awarded. A host of factors 
like the manner and method of selection and appointment i.e. whether after proper advertisement of the vacancy 
or inviting applications from the employment exchange, nature of appointment namely, whether ad hoc, short 
term, daily wage, temporary or permanent in character, any special qualification required for the job and the like 
should be weighed and balanced in taking a decision regarding award of back wages. One of the important 
factors which has to be taken into consideration is the length of service, which the workman had rendered 
with the employer. If the workman has rendered a considerable period of service and his services are 
wrongfully terminated, he may be awarded full or partial back wages keeping in view the fact that at this age 
and the qualification possessed by him he may not be in a position to get another employment. However, 
where the total length of service rendered by a workman is very small, the award of back wages for the 
complete period i.e. from the date of termination till the date of the award, which our experience shows is 
often quite large, would be wholly inappropriate. A regular service of permanent character cannot be 
compared to short or intermittent daily wage employment though it may be for 240 days in a calendar year. ” 

21. Yet in another latest case of Bholanath Lai and others Vs. Shree Om Enterprises (P) Ltd., 
Manu/DE/1922/2018 (decided on 10/5/2018), Hon’ble High Court of Delhi while considering the question of illegal 
termination and reinstatement held as under 

“The cases in which the competent court or tribunal finds that the employer has acted in gross violation of the 
statutory provisions and/or the principles of natural justice or is guilty of victimizing the employee or workman, 
then the court or tribunal concerned will be fully justified in directing payment of full back wages. In such 
cases, the superior courts should not exercise power under Article 226 or 136 of the Constitution and interfere 
with the award passed by the Labour Court, etc. merely because there is a possibility of forming a different 
opinion on the entitlement of the employee/workman to get full back wages or the employer’s obligation to pay 
the same The courts must always keep in view that that in the cases of wrongful/illegal termination of service, 
the wrongdoer is the employer and the sufferer is the employee./workman and there is no justification to give a 
premium to the employer of his wrongdoings by relieving him of the burden to pay to the employee/ workman 
his dues in the form of full back wages.” 

A similar view has been taken in the case of Delhi Jal Board Vs. Vimal Kumar (decided on 5-4-2018) 
MANU/de/1322/2018 wherein service of a casual driver was terminated without any notice or payment of one month’s 
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salary in lieu of such notice. The Industrial Tribunal answering the reference held the action of the management to be 
illegal and in violation of Section 25-F of the Act. The Award was upheld by Hon’ble High Court of Delhi by observing 
as under 


“In view of the above discussion, I am unable to discern any illegality or infirmity in the impugned Award, 
dated 29* May, 2003, of the Labour Court, to the extent that it holds the termination of the services of the 
respondent, by the petitioner, to be illegal and unlawful. I am entirely in agreement with the finding, of the 
Labour Court, that the services of the respondent were retrenched in violation of Section 25-F of the ID Act and 
that, therefore, he was entitled to be reinstated in service with all consequential benefits. In view of the fact that 
going by the age of the respondent as disclosed in the counter affidavit filed before this Court, he would, today, 
be only 50 years of age, and also in view of the fact that the termination of his services as SCM Driver was not 
on account of any deficiency or shortcoming detected in the manner of discharge by the respondent, of his duties 
as such, 1 am of the opinion, that the facts of the present case, do not warrant any interference with the direction, 
of the Labour Court, to the petitioner to reinstate the respondent in service with the benefit of continuity of 
service. The petitioner is, therefore, directed to reinstate the respondent in service forthwith. 

Inasmuch as the respondent has not been rendering any service to the petitioner since the date of his 
termination, however, the back wages payable to the respondent would be limited to 50 per cent of the wages 
which he would have drawn he had continued to serve the petitioner.” 

22. Having regard to the legal position as discussed above and the fact that the claimant was performing duty to a 
post of regular and perennial nature, this Tribunal is of the firm view that the claimant herein is entitled for 
reinstatement into service on the same post, with 50 per cent back wages, iinasmuch as termination of the 
claimant/workman is per-se illegal, particularly when the job is of regular and perennial nature and the 
claimant/workman is not gainfully employed anywhere since after his termination by the Management. Award is passed 
accordingly. 

Date :4.12.18 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


Recll, 26 2018 

TO. 31T. 44.-3fi^'lRlcb fcTcTO STf^Tf^TTO 1947 (l947 TO 14) ^ HR! 17 ^ SfJWT ^ tqTOTO t'Th 31TO 

?f%7TT ^ TOtJcra ^ ^0^ PlhlvjTcbj sfk cbfjcbKj ^ ST^ET ^ PiRtd sfiEllRlcp ^ tqTOTO sfiEllRlcp 

STfelTOH/TO TOHTTOTT 1, ^ trto (^4 36/2011) ^ TTOftcI TOcfl t ^ tqTOTO Tpl 26.12.2018 Tpj 

UTO ^3TT SIT I 

[^. W-12012/52/2011-311^3117 

Tfcl ^TTR, 3f3TOT 3lfSrTO^ 

New Delhi, the 26* December, 2018 

S.O. 44.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 36/2011) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No 1, Mumbai as 
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Bank of India, and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 26.12.2018. 

[No. L-12012/52/2011 - IR(B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.I MUMBAI 


Present JUSTICE RAVINDRA NATH MISHRA, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO.CGIT-I/ 36 OF 2011 
Parties: Employers in relation to the management of Bank of India 
and 


Their workman (Harish G Chintalwad) 

Appearances: 

For the first party no. 1/Management : Mr.Lancy D’Souza, Adv. 

For the second party / Workman : Mr.R.M.Nijampurkar, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 


Mumbai, dated the 22nd day of November, 2018 
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AWARD 

1. The present reference has been made by the Central Government by its order No. L-12012/52/2011 - IR (B- 
II)dated04.11.2011 passed in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The terms of reference as per the schedule to the said order are as under: 

“Whether the action of the management of Bank of India, Pune in imposing the punishment of 

compulsory retirement on Shri Harish G. Chintalwad vide order dated 11.7.2007 is legal and justified? 

What relief the concerned workman is entitled to?’’ 

2. Brief facts giving rise to this reference are that the workman Shri Harish G.Chintalwad was working as Sub¬ 
staff - Cash Peon in the Bank of India, Khadki Branch. It I alleged that while working as sub-staff at the above Bank, 
the workman prepared bogus salary certificate of himself on 23.9.2001 on the Banks letter head. The workman on the 
above bogus salary certificate falsely showed his total emoluments as 7593.94 when his take home salary in the month of 
September 2001 was Rs.2,962.00. He also impressed the rubber stamp of the above Bank on the said bogus salary 
certificate. Thus, the workman committed an act of misconduct to qualify himself as a guarantor in respect of a loan 
application made by one of his acquaintance Shri Ajay Manohar Tome. This fraud came to light of the Bank when an 
order of attachment dated 1.3.2006 issued by Recovery Officer was received by the Branch. Owing to above gross 
misconduct a charge sheet was issued to the workman. During enquiry the workman himself gave his admission in 
writing on the copy of Marathi version of the charge sheet . He also unconditionally accepted the charges and the 
documents filed by the Presenting Officer. After the conclusion of enquiry, the disciplinary authority awarded him the 
punishment of compulsory retirement with immediate effect with superannuation benefits. The workman challenged the 
punishment order and thereby raised an industrial dispute which has been referred by the Government of Indi for decision 
by this Tribunal. 

3. The workman has pleaded that the punishment imposed on him is unjust, unreasonable and improper being 
shockingly disproportionate and harsh one besides being discriminatory vis-a-vis the punishment imposed upon other 
workman with similar act of misconduct. He has also pleaded that the action against him was vitiated on account of bias 
and partial attitude of the Enquiry Officer. The findings of Enquiry Officer are perverse and vitiates the enquiry. He 
blindly accepted the admission of the workman without going into the contents of the said admission. Thus, the workman 
challenged the punishment order and has claimed is reinstatement with full back wages with other consequential benefits. 

4. The management of the Bank has filed its written statement depicting the factual position as above. However, it 
pleaded inter alia that the act of misconduct committed by the workman comes within gross misconduct of “doing any 
act prejudicial of the interest of the Bank” within the meaning of clause 5 sub-clause (j) of the Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 10.4.2002. Therefore, a charge sheet was submitted and enquiry was conducted against the workman 
concerned in which he admitted all the charges and the documents filed during enquiry. Consequently, the Enquiry 
Officer found charges proved against him and submitted his report whereupon a show cause notice of punishment was 
issued to the workman and after hearing him a punishment of compulsory retirement with superannuation benefits was 
passed against the workman concerned. 

5. On behalf of the workman WW-1 Shri Harish Chintanwad has been examined to substantiate the illegality of 
enquiry, however, on behalf of the management MW-1 Rajesh G.Iyer was examined by the management. No other 
witness was produced on behalf of the management. 

6. Burden lies on the workman to prove that the enquiry conducted against him is illegal and not in consonance of 
principles of natural justice. But as it is evident from the application moved by the workman concerned on 1.8.2018, the 
workman concerned is not interested to pursue the proceedings of this case and he has requested for closure of the 
proceedings, the illegality of enquiry is not required to be adjudicated upon. 

7. Erom the perusal of the record, it transpires that the punishment order was passed on the ground of admission 
made by the workman concerned during enquiry proceedings. The workman concerned participated in the enquiry. He 
does not want to say anything against the validity and illegality of the enquiry proceedings. He has requested for closure 
of the proceedings. Therefore, in view of this application dated 1.8.2018, no further adjudication in the matter is required 
as there exist no dispute and in view of above, let award be passed accordingly. 

JUSTICE RAVINDRA NATH MISHRA, Presiding Officer 


27 2018 

W. 3ir. 45 . — 1947 (1947 4T 14) # SHTT 17 % 

4^’■bnhb, btt^t%4^ (7r4hw 60/2014) ^ 
t ^ ^ 26.12.2018 ^ W f3ir STTI 


[t. T^-17012/140/2014-3irt3Tn:(T^)] 
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New Delhi, the 27* December, 2018 

S.O. 45. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 60/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Nagpur now 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
National Insurance Company Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
26.12.2018. 


[No. L-17012/140/2014-IR(M)] 
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI S. S. GARG, PRESIDING OFFICER, CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No.CGIT/NGP/60/2014-15 Date: 03.10.2018 

Party No. 1(a) : The Divisional Manager, 

National Insurance Company Ltd., 

Divisional Office, No.2, Paul Commercial Complex, 

5* Floor, Ajni Chowk, Nagpur, 

Nagpur - 440015. 

Party No.l(b) : The Branch Manager, 

National Insurance Co. Ltd., 

Buttibori, Nagpur. 


Versus 


Party No.2 : Shri Satish Mahadeorao Path, 

C/o Sonu Devaji Shivankar, 
Srushti Layout, Navin Vasti, 
Ward No. 3, Buttibori, Nagpur, 
Nagpur. 


AWARD 


(Dated: 03'“ October, 2018) 


In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employer, in relation to the management of National Insurance Co. Ltd. and their workman, Shri 
Satish Mahadeorao Patil for adjudication, as per letter No.L-17012/140/2014- (IR(M) dated 22.01.2015, with the 
following schedule :- 

“Whether the action of the Branch Manager, National Insurance Co. Ltd. Nagpur/Buttihori, Nagpur in 
terminating the services of Sh. Satish Mahadeorao Patil, Ex Office Boy/Peon w.e.f. 10.04.2012 is just, fair 
and legal? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement, by registered post with acknowledge due, but nobody was appearing from either side from the beginning. On 
07.11.2017, order was passed to issue fresh notice to the parties, fixing the date on 08.12.2017. On 08.12.2017, 
Advocate C.A. Anthony filed Memo of Appearance on behalf of the management, but nobody appeared on behalf of the 
petitioner, though notice was served on him. 

3. On 20.02.2018, Advocate C.A. Anthony filed vakalatnama on behalf of the management, but nobody appeared 
on behalf of the petitioner. After perusal of the record, it reveals that, after serving of notice on the workman, eight 
dates have been given to him to file statement of claim, but no statement of claim has been filed. On 25.09.2018, 
advocate for the management filed a pursis mentioning therein for closure of this case and on that also, the workman was 
absent and no claim was filed. So, I think that, the workman is not interested to continue with this reference. Hence, it is 
ordered: 


ORDER 

The reference is answered in the negative and against the workman. The workman is not entitled to any 

relief. 


SHYAM SUNDER GARG, Presiding Officer 
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^1%^, 27 2018 

W. 3ir. 46 . —srfllRilM 1947 (1947 4T 14) # STTTT 17 % 

% WaTN’ % R4l'4=bl' #7 TT^lff % fN" STjtST luffs' 

t 3rf&WT TJ^ ^ -4141^4, ^44'i< % HW 03/2000) ^ TTTi%T 4^ I ^ 

HT4^ ^ 24.12.2018 ^ TTTT f 3TT 4TI 

[t. T^-43012/12/2000-3Trt3TR(T^)] 

%. 3RT 


New Delhi, the 27* December, 2018 


S.O. 46. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 03/2000) of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Udaipur now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the management of M/s. Hindustan Zinc Limited 
and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 24.12.2018. 

[No. L-43012/12/2000-IR(M)] 


D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


3it^lRl4> 1^4 «r4 ^|ij|el4, vi44H,R (RUJRa-TTT) ifldl-lflH 31(^144^ - SRSHT 

44R^4 03/2000 I.T.R. (C) 


«fr TfRcfEl tJRflT 'SUlKcb ^#[4J TTH 

J5ERU 4wtldlcH ^544^7 ...Rjaff 

4H7U ^r^4R, TM^TT 4^ 41^, 

THS 4^, 7T4RPE4 ...f^PTSfr 


RTsff 4^ Sfk ^ : aft 45 UIU T[7441U, 
fftraft 4ft sfN ^ : aft 474 31(^14441 

4/fT4 

fft4f4J 23 31474, 2018 

4174 717447 ^ aPT fftJTFT 4ft 3lf£U^xjHI 414141 L-43012/ 12/2000(IR(M})New Delhi fft4f41 30.06.2000 ^ 
4171 PlHiRhd fft414 ^ -hlhlcHh 4ft 3lfftP|u[4iat ftfft4 fftl41 441 - 

’’Whether the action of the management of 
Hindustan Zinc Ltd. Rajpura Dariba Mines, 

Dariba Distt. Rajsamand in not giving Pay 
protection and step up to Sh. Mithulal 
Vaishnav and giving more salary to his 
Junior Workman is legal and justified ? 

If not,to what relief the workmen concerned 
is entitled to ?” 


444 31144 44 4714 444 ftlft 47 ^4141U4 4171 44174 44f fftl41 44417 744fftj4 45144714 4ft ftlfftTl unfl 
fftlft 4ft I fftm 47 4isft 4ft 3ft7 ft R 410 08.01.2001 4ft TePl Rhdl 441 41 441 fft45ft 4ft 3ff7 ft R 410 28.08.2001 
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^ TOTT^ ^ f%TO W ^ cbl4c|l^ ^ ^ ^ ^ TOTO -OmicHiT ITOT 13.04.2005 ^ 3Tf%fT 

WR 9Tf^ f^RTT TOT - 

''^4=^ 4 Tiraff XTST4TR ST^R TO^dk TOTO tjtoTOT TO ^ TT^ ^ ^ f%4 ^ 

TOTOT TOt4 ^ ^ ^ 'IsIIRvjT f%ZTT TOcTT t I " 

TOcT ^ fcT^ f^ddlcH tTO^ ^ sfk ^ HM^liT TORTOT TOT TOTOf^, Tjfl^T^ 4 ^TtRtTO S.B.Civil 
Writ Petition No. 4844/2005 Mithu Lai Vaishnav Vs. The Judge Ind. Tribunal and Gen. Manager Hindustan Zin Ltd. 4?T 
^ I f^TTT4 HH4|AT tot -iimicHAT 4 TOt4 3Tt4?T 06.04.2011 HM ^ TORR ^ ^ TORTTO ^ RbTTO 

^ RPff Taft ^ Tj,Hc|l4 ^ 3TTOT ^-RlT TO TOTV 9Tf^ TO 3 Tt4r Rto I 

TO RTO4T 13.12.2011 ^ TORR 5 ^: TOf %RT TOTR ^ ^aff ^ RTTO R TOrTT^R 4 r Rr4 TO 3TTOR 

Rill TOO I 

TTTaff ITOT TO^ R^ ^ TOT ^ ^ TOTTO t %- arRlRT Rddld RTT RrtITOTT TO 4 RrTO 30.08.75 ^ 
TOT’^ STtRr ITOT RTTO TOTO RT^ 4 ^RTR TOT ^ TO TO Ml-flrTfPT 4 4cTR ajTTOTT 160-6-250 4 Rt^TOT RrtT I 
TO^ RTR RrtLtot RTR arftRT 7(4 f^TO5 01.01.79 r 4 Mt-gcffR 7^ TO TO TOTOTcT RrTT I aT^Th ITOT 3T7fPT 

09.09.75 ^ 31.03.84 TOT elRTcTR <t>l4 Rhill | RtrLtot 4 R'IIR 01.05.86 Tf^" -^T^-TO toRto Rhill 7T TOTT^ TflR 
•4^ TOTR To TOR: RRpRcT Rhill RRT I Rgl R'IIR 01.01.96 ^ 7JR 4cTR 3586 TOT4 sW'T RrTTTT 01.07.96 ^ 7JR 4toT 
3662 7^ fiTOR 7^ :gRcTTR f^TTR TO TOT t, TOlf^T RftTfT RaT 7^ R5TOT f^RTlTOTT RaT 7^ TOf Tfrofro TfR^RT^ RWlTOeT, 
RTOT ^RR, 4 rRt^ 7f4 rRR 4 4cTR 3738 TOTTf 7^ fiTOR ^ ’JRcTTR f^TRT TO TOT t I arRfRT RaT 7^ R5TOT 

Rt^rr tor RR^rofM 7f4 2 r4 4 RTR RTR rrr-Mt 4^ r^ t I TOft tttto toto rt^rt 4 Rrofro tot r^ 
01.08.96 7^ Mr ttTR 4 7p 4 cTR 3814 TOT4 7^ fiRTTR 7^ ’JRcTR fM TO TOT t I TOT TRfRTO 4 aif^ 4 
RR ferf^ TO HlRilcb 7TO 7^ 4cTR TOTRfcT 7f4 ^ ^fTR4 TfR Pl^RH fM, "^f^TR fMTOfT 4 7f4f SIR R^T RrT I 
arf^lRT 7^ PirIvjR RRR ^ fcTRafl 7 ^ Tpjfr TI^ RlcblRd R# R#r 1 tot TOTR MItTOT RTR MtTT R^ tor cbPiR 7RRR 
RR TO Mr RR RrM rMtM 7^ 4cR TOTrIcT M 7^ RIR 4cR RR ^^RcTR RRRT 3T3f%TcT TOT trrrr f | ^r[^4 

4cr fMrf^ r 4 ^ RR M TRifr tor fM^r tM rr f^Mr fM i 

f^Rafr 4 TOt 4 TRRTR 4 RR sif^TcT f^TRT t f^T RTsff RR 4cTR fMTOT f^f^RcT f^RafT 7R7T-STR 4 RTTORT RTTO 7RR 
7^ fMRT 29 . 09.95 r 4 M TOrf4 RH^14 7 ^ TORR RR fM RRT t TO M 3TTOTTT 737 to 4 ^JRcTR fM TO TOT 11 
RTsff 4 f4RTRT 30 . 08.75 r4 TRTTR RtM 4 M-RJ 4 TOTRT RRtJrr rtoR f^RR glT cTRT 31 . 03.84 TOT TORTcTR RRt} 
fM TO RTaff 4 RRTOR r4 TRTTR 7TOR 7^ TORTOT R^ ^^RTR 4 On request transfer R^ RtM R?r fM RR toM 
fMRT 16 . 03.84 7^ RTsff RR 7r-8TTRTRTTOT fM RRT fM toM 4 RR RR^ TOT 7^ 7[j(%lcT fM TO f^T "TOR: clRwcll 
4 cbPltdcIH I" RTsff 4 73RR to4rT 4 rMr ^ r 4 R^tRTR tM fR TOR^R rM TORTR 4 Rr4rR RTOT 
f^TRT TO I ftRTOTO RTR f^TORT 01 . 05.86 7^ Rf^ 'tl’Rd^H- I, M-RTR 4 8 7t4 RR Rr4rrto Tjof tM RR RR TOTTRT 
568 MfRT 22 . 06.94 RTR fMTT^TRR RRlTOfcT 4 t R^ I f^RTR 4 RrMt TOR RRfM hl^ldld, RRTO ^RTR, MftfR 
fMRT 04 . 04.84 r 4 RTsff ftRTOTO 7 ^ TRTRR 7 TOR 7^ TOR^R MfT 7TOTR 4 On request transfer 7 ^ 7 RRR 
Mto 4 r- I I, M-cfTR 4 RrM ar to f^rRTOel IRR ^ 4 Tr-STTRTRTOT STtM 4 TOTf^fT M 7 ^ TOJTRTR f^rRTOel 

f^RTR 4 RrMt tor RR^rtM 7^ RifMRR Rt4 R^T | ^r[^ 4 ftRTOTO 7RT7R RtM 4 RrMt RtMiM 7^ 4rR 
TORRf^ 7 ^ TRTOR ^ qfTORT tM RR TOTRR R^t t I ftRTOTO RTR 4 rR TORRfcr 7 ^ TRfR^ RtM tM RR Tjt^ ^ 
RTRR 7[jf%lR RIR f^RT TO f^T TJRRR 4 rR TORRf^ RR rtrto R# RRRT t I f^RTOel RlfM R 74 M #4 7^ rrrut 4 

Rf^TR ri 4M t4 RRT 4 rr rttr 75R Rt t I ^ttM RTsff ^ RTT^ rt4rt RR toRwT f4T4 7 rt4 r4 rt4rt r4 I 

RTsff r 4 sfrr ^ tot4 7f4r rr4r 4 RR 10 04 . 12.15 r4 totr rr rr^ RhRi f^iTT rr f^RfRT 27.01.16 r 4 
f^TTO R f^Rafr r 4 sfrr 74 rM ^^IflR rr tor rr 4rt ^to fM74 fMRT 05 . 02.18 r4 Mr ^ R M M 
TTRaR Mafr trrttr r4 rto RRTRcfr rrtr toM 4 f4RR r4 r 4 Mr rr M Ra4 r4 M 74 ferMr rrtr 4?t r4 r4 i 

RRTR ^ r4 I RRTRcfr rr TOtMtR Mr RRT I 

RTsff TO f^Rafr r 4 M 74 ^ rtr^ 4 7 j 4 TfrMrR srfeTRRfr 74 trrst Mirt 16.03.2018 r 4 f^rMr rrtr 
R7t^ r4 r 4 sfr, Mtr 4 M 4r tor tortM Mr rrt i 

rrtr z4 Mr RTsff 74 f4f4RT Rfcrf4f4 4 tot4 cT74 4 rr rrtr Mr t % ^ rtr 4 4 Rraff 74t M 74 4cr 
74Rar7R TO ^-TOT Mafr irr r# rM 74 RTeRRroT R7t^ fTO t I Mr 4 Mafr 74t toIr 74 Rraff 4 RifM aTf4RTf 
r4 stMt 4rr Mr rrt i trtr fr ^ rrtrr 4 rt^ rr titorttorr trttr rtM 4 rMt rtM 4 
7r4 1984 4 ^to TO I tt-tortrtrr M 74 RTOTR Mafr ^ RTsff RTl rMt rtM 4 7RRt4 TRfM arM rtrt rrt, ^ 

RRRR RR MrR RRR ^TO, TRrM 7Jto 4 RTOTR Pl^Rd aTf474f 74 RTsff RR 4cR rrt R# Mr t R # 73Rt4 TRfM 

RTRT 7rt4rt I TOTTfr MM rrtr 4 TRaff R?r sfTR 74 RR M 4r Mr rrt t, M Rraff Rft TOlR 74 tot 4 fMr 74 Mrr 
M 74 RRTOT TO 74 RTrMtt rMt RtM 4 TOTRT Tl-aRRTRTRR 7 Rr4 RTRR MrT RR RR^ Mr RRT TO, ^Mr 75 R 
7RRR 75RRR Tr-SRRTRTRR R trr rrr4 7RRR RTOTR 7JRRR RTORTRTRR MrT rrt I TOT: tjrR ti-srrTRTRR 74 TOTOR RR 
RTaff RTT qRtddI 4 RifM R# RTRT 7RT RTRRR t I to4 TOt 4 M 4 R? 4f RRTR MrT t M RTsfl 4 rMtot 
RTORTRTRR r 4 4f ^f4rf4 44 f4 R? RRTR [Mr M tjrtrr RTORTRTRR tMtot R# TO, MtcR 4 tjrtrr R? 4r M t 
M Rf4 RTORTRTRR tMtot ^4 RTRT 7Rt 4 4l 4r tM TOt 4 74 7Rf4^ aTf474f 74 0P|td R#r RTRT 7RT RTRRR t I ?Rr 4 
TORTR RTsff r 4 sfiR 74 TOTTfr MM R?RT 4 ^ -RIRIcHR 4 4f4cT MtR 74 MfM TOR M 4f RR^ M t, 
MtRR TtoM R f44RR MrT TTORT TOTTTORT tM t I 
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JJTTPFcT ^ ^ fcTl^R 3lfSrcRRTT f^afl ^ cT^ t % ?TT RFT^ ^ RTsff ^ fcpiafr sfk ^ 

^ ^Ulf^ t f% RTsff 4^ Pl^Rlxl f^a?! WIET sft, cRRYSlTcT RTsff ^ fcpTafl WTET ^ 

3TW W4EtRH ^ ^ 311^ f%TTT, RT ftRafl WTR ^ f^EPlf ^ cTW xl^lRDcb 

W4EtRH ^ ^ W4 RT Pl^Td ^ ^ ^ cbP|td ^ ^Tcff ^ ^T fcpTafl ^-ejET ^ 

Riaff ^ RT^ ^ RT^ ^ f^TR 8R, XR Rjsff 3REfr xU^hRi ^ 8^1 | Rlf^XR ^i 

EJlfR ^ RYRKT cfR xj4 R-SJEET RT WR Rff ^ cbPlRi RER RXR 3RRR RR RWI R f^RR 

anlHRl ^ 3rR^ ^cld R?r del'll RN^ RR f^RTR R^ Rcil TEfRR I SlcJ: RTsff RR R^ RTstRT RR ^aiRvjl RTE^ RtI RTsiRT 
R?r I 

Riaff [*ldeiH ^ 3REfr RTSR ^ 3RE^ RRT RR^ RTstRl R^ R?r ^RRTRf^ RJ^ RR RRJR f%RT t % f^afl 
^-8RR ^ RRRR RT^ ^ ^fRET RTR RR RR Rrtr^ 09.09.1975 R^ f^[^R ^ sft RSJT f^Rjz^ 01.01.1979 R^ 

#fRef ^ giflR Mr RRT RrT RJ | 3TFl 3EEfr RISR ^ RR RJRT t f% SIR;#! RR #T RRTRERRH RTTRR 
RtM ^ ^ 8R I RR RRTRERRH RRREfTer RTcffRlel Rf^ #Rel #T ^cffR RR RR f#R ^ 

RRRUT %RT RRT 8R I xl^Rucb RSRRERRH RR RTRE?! ^ RdHId.RK ^ RRTRERRH ^ ERR R^ M RTf RRT cjRildl 
RR ERR Rfr f#r tM ^ RTRRR R# ^ ^ ^ f## RTRT M Rff^ RtM ^ RTfM RRT f#R RRT cTRT tT-RI^PE 
R^ # R^ I R#[T RtM ^ 04.04.1984 RTT RTT#! f#R cTR ^cflR M A Rf^ #RET #T ^ RR RR RrMt 

R?^ RRTRR #TR 716/-rM SR, RTRf% RRE^ RjfM Mrt RcTRETTET, RRRTRETTET, 3R5JRR, rMtET, MrETTET 

#REr # ^cfTR Mr ^ rrMt rM rrrr #r esoZ-RM sr i Ml sM rrsr ^r rr rtrt t % rrt# R^sf 
Mr ^r MeIhRI 01.01.1985 R^ Mfr RlfM sfr, RTRf% RRR RfMf # 1986 ^r Mfr RTfM sfr, -^Mt gM RjfM 
MtRT RcTRETTET, RRRTRETTET, 3R?]RR, MeTTET, MrETTET # MEIhRT gM ^T # R^ I M T4RR 3TM RRSR ^ 
3EE^ ^ RplW MtRT RWrETTET, MeT ^RTR, MRtZ # RrM^ RTR RRRR #TR 3EE^ ^ MtRT #R RRTE fMR t 
cTSR STR^T RRSR ^T ^ R^ RTf#E RdTcT 3TRRT #TR ^ ^”10 #TR RRTRR i%RT RTTRT RRTE i%RT f" I 3R^ 

3M RRSR ^ ^ RRTR # M ^ ^ ^RTRTETR ^T ^f#T fcTRTR ^ R^RTcT ^ RSRf RR rM RTR^ ft 3ER cTSR sffMr 
ftrt t, fM# fttRR # Rtf 3 TTR?RRkR fRT RRTRR R# t I 

ftRafr Rt 3TtR Tt RRfcT RRTR rM fRlflcT t SElt RRSJ RR t RR RRTE ftTRT t ftr RTsff [tdcHH Rt #RET 
RTR Mr fsTcfTR ^ RTR t ftM 30.08.1975 Rt RTTRR RtM t ftfftcT ff sfT cTRT M 3 TtM ftRTRT 01.01.1979 RTRT 
RfM #RET M M fcfTR t RrMcT Rt R# sfT | ftEETTET t fl^f^TR ftfRT fMM Rt RTTRR RtM f^Tlf t 
RTtMt rM ft RR^ Rt RT8#T RR M RTR fttRR ftTRT ftr M RTTRR RtM RTRTfRT RfTRT RtM t RtfMr 
R8TTRTRTRR RTR ftRT RTlt I fM# 3TTRTR RR RRTRt RT8#T RR R8TTRTRTRR 3 TtM ftRTRT 16.03.1984 M ftTRT RRT SR, 
ftERt RtM ^ ftRRf ^ 3TfRTTR RtfMr RSRRTRTRR RR RRtddI t RTfM rM cTSR fM RRTR ^ RSTTRTRTRR ^ 
ETTR ^ RRTRR RfffltRt^sfTIfRMf^ 3TTRR RR RTsff RR RSTTRTRTRR RTTRR RtM ^ ^#rT RtM t ftTRT 
RRT SR cT 8R RTsff t fR M Rt RtfRRR RTR RfTRT RtM t ftRTRT 04.04.1984 Rt 3ETRT RTT^RTR RRR ftTRT SR RSR 
RTsff RR tcTR ftRfRR tf RERcR REcT RTR cTSR ftRat RRRR ^ RSR ftRTRT 29.09.1995 Rt ft RTR^M ^ 3TTRTR RR 
ftTRT RRT SR RSR RSTTRTRTRR 3 TtM t Mtf R# Rcff ^ 3TfRTTR ftR# RTRSRR Rt RRR Mf t RTtMcT 3ER 
RrMftRf Tt RtM RTRT RRT SR RSR RTsff MrT RtM t 3ETt ft RTTtRcT RTtRTfttf t tcTR ftRTRft Rt fEER 
RTRt RR RRTRTR R# t, fM STETTRT RTsft 3ER RtM t RRtRcT Mt# t tcTR Rt 3RTRft ^ 3TTRTR RR 3ETRT tcTR 
fR: ftRfRR RTRt RR tf STftRRfT Rff t I ftdeilcH Rt ftRRTfRTTR RRpRft tf R# t cTSR Rt 1981 t RRRfR tcTR 
3TRTRft RR RTRER RRT SR vRl ftRSt RTRSTR ITTRT RRTRR tcTR 403/—RElt t 413/—RElt RTR ftRT RRT SR | fRT 
3 eM Rt Rft rM R -13 Rt tr fRT RTRcT RRSR t RrMcT RTRTRT t cTSR SEltf RRSR t RR RcTTRT t ftr RTsff RR On 
request transfer RR TRsfRT RR SR, ftuM 3TTRTR RR RRRfR RSTTRTRTRR ftTRT RRT SR | fRT RRRR RRT RSRR RR ftfRcT 
RTtRTfttf t R? RtM RTRT RRT cTSR SElt t RfM RTtM t tcTR 3TRTRft Rt fETRT RTRt RR R? MeTR^T R# t, 
R fr RTsff ^ tcTR 3TRTRft RR Rtf RTRER t I 

RTsff M ftRat Rt RRSR RR Rtf^p RSR RRRt 3TTRT t ftr RTsft Rt ftfftcT ftR# RTRSTR t MtET RTR 
ftctR 7^ RR RR fttETT 09.09.1975 Rt Rt Rf st RSR fttUTT 01.01.1979 Rt RTsff Rt RfM MtET tR M fctR 7^ 
RR RR RrMcT Rt Rf st I cTcRRRTcT fRT RTR^ t RTsff RR RSTTRERTRR STtM fttETT 29.03.1984 RTTRR RtM ^ 
REJTfR rMt RtM t Rt Rf st fM RR RTst t fttETT 04.04.1984 Tft 3ETRT RRtRTR RRR ftTRT cTSR RRjTt tMrTR 
RRR TERt RTRR ftRat RTRSTR Rt M RTst Tft RRT Rt t RrMcT 3ER RMttRf RtM TfttR RTRT RRT I 

RTst Tft M ^ 3ETt RSTTRTRTRR STtM Tft ftTfcT tt fR R? cEff f^RT RRT t ftr RtfMr RSTTRTRTRR ^ 3ETt 
RRRTcT ftRat RTRSTR t PifRd 0tRlRtl rMr Rff RTRT RR RETTcR t M RTTRT ftRTR fRt ft^ RR t ftr tee 
RSTTRTRTRR ^ R^RTcT 3ETt Rt t ReMj 3ER MTRt t TfttR RTRT RTtM cTSR RRT RTst 3ETtf f%ftcT ftRfRT t 
RfMcE REcT RTRt RR METTEt t ? 

fRT RTRR t Rt h1RsI 0 ft RRcTTtRt REaR RRfcT ff t, RRjt RTst Tft M t 3ETt cEft t RtfMr 
RSTTRTRTRR Rt ftfft tf Rf t cTSR R^ ^ tfRTR tf RTst 7^ Rftftft IRRT RTst RR RSTTRTRTRR RR# RtftT57R 3ntRR 
RR Rff ftTRT RTTRT RRTR ftTRT t I fRT RffRx^ t # RRcTtM REaR ftRat Rt M t RRfcT ff t, RRjt RTst RR 
RSTTRTRTRR SeM rM R -3 RRfcT ftTRT RRT t # Tft 1984 RR f, RRjt REtfecT ?Ef RE st ftr RTst ETRT RtfMr 
RSTTRTRTRR RR RTstE RR ftRT RRT, fRT STTRTR RR RREfR RSTTRERTRE ftTRT RTTcE t cTSR RT# MtET tR M fctR t 
RTFcT fftu t RSTTRTRTRE ftTRT RTTcE t cTSR R^ RRR ff# t RRR Rt t RRtRcT RRfRTfttf t RTfM RTRT RTtM cTSR 
M fMt RRTR RR RSTTRERTRR RccE ftRRf ^ cTEcT RRR R# #RT REtET, R ff RR TRffftE ElfR REcT RTRt RR 
MeM EfET I 
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T3TO 30^ ^ WTOl waff ^ sfk ^ TO?t R-4A TO f^afl WTFT ^ f%ZTT 

TOT I f^lVi TO %aTT TOT t % 3TT^ ^ TOTO ^ 04.04.1984 ^ TOf^-Slf^ t TOT ^ cTSTT 

TO?t R-4A TO Tiraff f*lddlcH ^ TOTOTO t ^ STOfl TOTO ^ WT ^ TOTOTO #TT ^%fTO f%TO 11 TOTTO 
f^afr ^ sfk ^ TO^ nlRiicb to ^TOi^ufi toto ^ to toto ^ t % Tiraff f^m'afr tostr toto ^tt^ ^ 

^fRT ttt^ 4 3TTOTT T^fecb WTOTTOT 3 Tt4toT TO TO^ f%TO TO f^TTO^ TOTO TO TOTTO T^fecb WTOTcTTOT 
3TT^ Tirot R-3 ^ TO^fecT TOlt ^ STJTO? TTTaff ^ ^ ciRwcll TOH ^ ^ TOTTO TOTTOTTOT %TO TOT TO 

'!<f|cbK TOsff 04.04.1984 ^ ^ STTOfl Tjft^ ^ afr | TO ^ ^^TOT TO 

TOTO ^ t % Tiraff TOTTOTOTOT TOlt ^ T^lcbK ^ ^ STTOfl ^ I 

tot TOTOT Tiraff ^ TOTO ^ TOeTlTOT ^ ^T^TOT TOTTOTOTOT ^ TOTO Tjfl cia^T TO^f t, TOT^T TTTaff TOTO 
^ TO^TO 4 TOT^ TOTTOTOTOT TOfcT ^T^TOT 3 Tt4to TO TO^ ^ I TOaff ^ 3TH ^ 

TOTO ^^TTO[c^ TTOTW ^ ^RT ^TTTOT 2 ^T t, "Rt^ TTTaff TO TO-"^ %TO t f% TO^ 16.03.1984 ^ TOETO TO 

04.04.1984 ^ TOTTOl ^ ^ afr | TOT 3TT^ ^ TO TOTO t % TOTTOTOR TO TO’T aiR On 

request tot ’-fl fcTTO TO^ cfl TOTO 3TTO TO^ TOT ^T 'T^ Rill TOT, 1%^ '^tTI 014 ^ TTTOficTT •t 41 "t, 

RtTTcII 3TTOTO TTTaff-arRro ^ 0p|tddH TOJTTOl TO TO^ I TO TOTOTTO ^ RTsIImT ^ fcT^ t I 

^ TOTO TTTaff ^ TOT’^ TOTTfR TOTT^ ^1 R On request WTOTOR RtTO TOTT to cia^T TOTT t I TOat R ^ TOTOT 
TTTaff ^ sfR ^ TO^ toR TOTat TO ^ rRT TOTO 2 ^1 TO RtTO t Rt TO[#T TO ^ TOrTTOTOR dcIHH 

TO ^tR^ #fTOr ^ Mr to Rtto tott arr crarr ^ TOt to Rtto tott arr Rt M tRMt tomimttui to tou 
R rrof R tott ^ Rro toRtt i ^ totct Rl Rtto f4 t, tot^t waff ff totR Rtto ff to RRto Rto t Rr toR 
R-3 toRtot toRw ff a R B twror wR t crarr toR R-4A ff Rt ffff srxrff tottotow wffw Rt wtott ff ttt^ 
Rtot arr, to to TOTt Rrro tot arr i ^wR R to tots Rctt t Rr waff wl toR wtotow toRw to ^ wt 
arr ciaTT totR toR R-3 R stjtto sRw w4to R TORarfcr wror waffrr to Rw Rtw arr, sR RRro Rrw t i wrar 
R ^ TOTO R 3 twR Rtto R to R RRto Rtw t Rt RR wrorow R wRtct toct wRf Rr wtott Rt aff i to Rr 
w#r t Rt RRwRr 3 R toR R RRt toRto R i to Rr w#r t Rt gR wtotow R Rwt Rr wfR sR f4 t 1 

^ cTTO R RrRf uaR Rt wa^T R to ^jyfeRw wRct Rtw t Rr waff Rt Rnaff Rtor ww wtto wRwt R 
sRw wRto R totR tRwt R wtotwt to watw TO wr^ RtR wtR to Rnaff R totto wtotow Rtw arr crarr 
STOT WTOTOW Rt wRf Rt wtR ^ waff R RRtw 04.04.1984 Rt wffw wRto R wtRt sgRt wR^ Rt Rr I 
TOTwrowT 3 ttRw toR R-3 Rnaff Rtor Rt sff^ R wtR Rtw arr, Rt waff R tRww TOTwrowr R wRwr to wtR 
Rtw tot arr I ^ www R Rnaff Rt Rk R toRt Rtor R arfRRr R mRhR s fRgRs R totot R stssto 1981 
R fRro swR R Rt toR R-13 t I swr RrwRf R Rrwr 4 R TOcT RtwR to toRw t Rt RR RR aifRw ttw 
^ gRrs R ^gRrs R TOTwrowr wwtt t Rt totR tRwt totwwwt wR gfRs R toRwt TORwRRf R toR wRr^ 
ww wtRw sarr wRrro R to to wttwwwt Rtw wtRw i 

Rnaff Rtor Rt sfts R wtR Rtor R RrwRf R tow toR R-13 R wRkr wRf R sraffw waff to tRwt 
T- aTTWWWT wRw toR R-3 R ITOT RtW WaTT Waff Rt WaW R Rt TO WW wRw t Rt TOtR ^ 3TtRw Rt WWW R 
RRtwt 04.04.1984 Rt wRw wM R 3Twff ^Rt RRw Rt aff waTT tRwt totwwwt R TOTRt Mr R TOT arRrwr Rt 
toRwt at, TOW arfRRr Rt PigR-d toR fR^Rw R toww Rtw wwR ^ waff R toR wfRw Rw wwR fR toR 
wfRww Rt Rtw warr tot toto to tow Rto fRwfwT totR w Mw—to towR Rt watw Rt 1 wwfR waw R to 
wRw t Rt Rwaff Rr-arR R toR Rtor R fRwR R www tRwt wttwwwt to wRww RRto toR fR wR wtto 
wRw R wRw wRw R wwwRw Rrw, tot to waff R toR wgR RRw Rt 1 tot: waff totw totwwwt R totR 
wR R toRwt arfRRr R toR wfRw ww wtRw i 

^ waw Rt gfe Rwaff Rt Rk R wwRw wRkw wrwrwrw iror wrkw ww^ wrfRwr grow civil Appeal 
No. 2766/2009 Surendra Singh Beniwal Vs. Hulcum Singh on 23 April 2009 R RR R I RlwR WlwRtw WWkw WTWTerW 

WW TOWW wRw Riarr Rww R ?ww RtRRs wffRw R towtwwt wR tooto RPtott w-aTTWwwr tow Rrorw R RR 
toR to W-aTTWWkw RwTeTW R WWR WrfRw waWTWWT wR toR R WTTWT U.P.Intermediate Education Act R WWW wR 
sTOiw w warr TO RRfRwfkw Rrw ww Rr R fRww w-arrwwkw wffRw R wwR R ww w-ariRw wawrwwR R RR wR 
gjRM wttR R Rrw RrRw Rrw t warr wawrww wR wkroTT R wwR wrfRw ww wtRw i 

TOWww wwR R Rwaff Rr-arR R fRww wwR R-13 Rt top^to, i98i R fRfRw RtR wR at, R tRRtott 
7 -aTTWwwT R fRwR R WWW TRRrorT w-aTTWwwr TO TOW wtRwtR totw w-aww TO WWW wR R gR R wttRwt tow 
wtRwtRR R wRwwt ww R wwR RtR ww toRw i R fRww RRr www t warr to to wttRwt tow arfRwR R flwf wR 
WfRRw WwR WTWW t I TOoR WTWW to wraff ww WaTTWWWr toRw WwR R-3 R ITOT fRwT ww 7-aTTWWWT sfk tooR 
weRfRrd wR RtwR toww to wraff wwgw wRw www R totR wR R wwR wrfRw arfRw wtw wtRw i tot: wraff ww 
TO wR wtR wtR RRw w#r t fR w-arTwwwT R wrorrw to w-arTwwwT w-arer to totR w§ww fRgww wrRwkRf R wkw 

WTW vwR I 


TOT: ^ wtwR R fRwaff Rr-aTR R fRwfwr 04 . 04 .i 984 wR wraff wR wwgw wRw www R fRgfRw R wtottw 
totwR wkwwT R wrfRro wrwR gw totww Rww fRwtwr w Mw-tot fRw ww t to totR R wk^ wtRM R Rww ww 
wRw— TOT w Rww wff gddi wRt WTW WTWTWT R warr waw R to ggt Mrw wrfRw R fR fRwaff Rr-arTW ski wraff ww Rww 
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^ f%ZTT t ^ ^ t U^TT ^N 4 ,^l Rjsff ^ ^ cbP|td ZfTffwfM ^ 

3fk 3Tf^ ^ f%TTT W ^ ^ t I 

^ RFl^ ^ ^ ^NET f%ET fcPiafr ^ 3fk ^ W t % ^TRU 'U'lcbK ^ ^ 

-4miei4 ^ 3Tf?lPiu[4iat ^ IRPT ^ftcl t RTsff 4?! ^|^RET RaUER t UHT ^ f^mR ^ fcRPT% tr 
^- 3ET ^ t, Elt Riaff ^ ^jfRET URT # ?R^ %TIT ETT ^RfRlT t, ERf% ^ JRRR Raff RRT URT IR^ 

fffRTT W t, 3TcI: ^STRff sfk ^ Slf^RTcTT URT cTURRKT ^RT^ ffff^ yfclPlf^ ^ ^ RT ^ t, 

ERfffj aiRT 36 sfi^lRlcb fiRR SlfSrfffTR ^ cRcl ^RT^ Slf^cTT RTT ^ ?RRR off t UaJT 

aifffR ^ URT E# fffjff Riff ^ RRR W ^RRUJ ^ RlHR R Rlf^ fffjff Riff fflR f I 

RRfffxT Rfff RT fffffR ZfRff ^ Rsff yRlPif^ 4ff sfk ^ fffR t f% Raff 4ff RTS^T ^ tr Rrfffcl t 

f% tr trIRT RfffR ^ ^ RRR w ajj cjaR RfffR ^ 4ff sfk ^ aR RTg^ ^ ttr fcRR fffRj W ajj, 

RR ^ RRRT RaiR RR7R ^ ffjff Riff R ^ RFTTeRT ff ZR WJ fffffcl fRT t I RR RET ff ESRR RfffR ^ # 
t, cERRET ^ RETTRR ff RfffR ^ RRT R# Zfff t, ?R RRR Raff Zfff sfk ^ RRR ff iR^ Rf^EEETT Zfff 
sfk ^ RERRET fffto yRlPlf^ RRT zfff Rj ^ t I fffESff 4ff sfk ^ ffl 3Elff RfaEEETT ^ RRT Zfff Rj ^ 
t I ?Rff Efft ^ ZR EZfTRT ^ztetTRR ff d[*^d t RaE fffRaff Zfff sfk ^ RRff ^ Riff RRT R^ fffRTT RRT 11 

ReERRT ZR R8ZT Riff Riff zffzzT R#r t fffj ^RTRTRR Rff RJRf^ ^ fffRT Raff z[ff sfN ^ RRZ^ Rf^EEETT RJ 4 [cl Pi 
Zfff Sfk ^ ffziffr Zfff RT R#r t Rap RRT 36 sff. fff. rMPrR ^ RRR ZR RfRR ZsIIRvjI ^ zffzZT R^ f I RRp RRff 
^ RRaffl ff Raff Zfff sfk ^ PHfRhd RiPcb ^^ER ff?T fffRTT t - 


Superme Court Appeal (Civil) 1089/2003 
J.H.Jadhav Vs. M/s. Eorbes Gokak Ltd. 

Date of Judgment 11/02/2005 

RZEl RiPcb ^RER ff cbffcbK zfff MdlnP R1 RlRRl aR, -^fffET RZR RERR ff RfffR rr ^JR R^ 
aff, Pl^ R#r RRRR RR ajj | 

(1) AIR 1966(S.C.)182(V53C41) 

Workman of M/s.Dharam Pal Vs. M/s Dharma Pal Premchand 

(2) AIR 1970 (S.C.) 1205 (V 57 G 252) 

M/s. Westran India Watch Vs. 


^ Rlfff RERlf ff cbffcbK zfff RRffEEff ^ RRR ff fffRR aR, RRfff^ RZRETR RIR^ ff ffRR fPaffRR ^ RRpR 
fffRR t I RR: ?R Rffff -hiPcb cjElIM ^ Raff Zfff zfff^ rrr r^ fffEEff ff I 

R7RRR RIR^ ^ RRRIRET ^ ZR RER ^ t fffj ^RlRlefR ff RWIR ^ ZR Rt^ R^Ef RRlffR 

RRRl RRRRZE RfffzE RR Zfff sfk Raff RfffzE Pddld ^ fffRR ^ EErir ff fffqaff ER-aRR ^ fcfW ^f^R RR 
t I Raff Rff 3fk JR^ RSR RR REEfff sfk JR^ RERlffR RR^-26 EERZIR RR?t-33 ^ RReflRET ZR RER 
^ t fffj Raff ^ ffRR fffRR Rff Raff ^ RfpR RR eM RffRaRj rr RgzEl ^ RRR RRIR R RR fffRaff 

rRET Zfff sfk ffr RRPaff^ aff | RH^Idl RRt RRRR ^ zff R?RR ZR rrjrt RRR ERRR RI fffffR fffjR 

RR, RR zff ZR RER pzffRT ffg ^ RIZRRR Rff REl fRl | ^ RIZRRR ff ZR RERl RrEE 09.10.2000 Rl Rff 
^R1 RR ZRf RR Rsff Zfff sfN tff RZT ff RlffRR JR^ R RR REEfff sfk zff rr^ RRzff Rf^REETl Rff sfk zff 

RRRRR yPPP RR ffziffr Rff RT R# t RR fffRaff zfff 3f[R tff ^ JEERR ff RRzff RfaEEETl zfff sfk tff 

Zfff RT Rfr 11 3ff. fff. RfsrfPzEJ Zfff RR 36 zff RRR Rpff RRElff ff RETIRE zff RTp Rf^TRETT R yPPP zff RRR 
^ ffg PlPld ?R1RR R^ cff t, "^[ffET 10 Rff tff EaEEfff zff Rf^TRETT R yPPP KIR ^ RERT ff Zfff rt 
■§■, fffpff ^R RlZTTRZf SKI cEiff ^ffzET Rfft RR ■§■ | RR: zrR Rp Rp zffzzf ■§■ 1% RTZTTRZf cfff pff^fcT P Spl RRf 
P RpcEEE cT yPPP DIR RRp RERT ff PpT Pt RT Rp t I RR P RCT p ziR rsr rtPr Pr t fP Raff ZET 
fPflR RR RrgzEl P zip RpZE pR RR RRTR RR R PfpR ^ RETIRR ff RpR REl PP P R?RR RpR pR 
RRfpET Rp RT RT t I pR P RRPeETP R rP P RR fpTlR PP P RIRR pR P RRpt PP JpR P t RR 
fPOR 18 Rpr P Rp P PPrfr R fPfPzE PclfPfP RR RERR P PP P Rff t I sffPfpR fpRR PPfpZIR p RER 
RTP ZET fpZITR PpZE pR RR RRTR REIT RlRp fR Raff P RR 3Ef pRp fpR REE fpfp RRcl pR REE REE 11 
RR: RERE P Rap p RfPPffPP P PzRp ^ ^ fpZTTR p pp Rp RR RlP fpZE REE ^JpR: fPfP RRcl t I 

RR: RRpZEl fPpRR zff RTRR RE fpp paER RR Rp ZET pRR pRR ZT pR-RR fpEE t ZIR fpzip p 
RJRTE fpEE t RRT Rp P ZEfpR zePPPP P RtP P rPeE PtR RRR rP fPzE W t I 


RR: ETRT RRER RR ffpR RpE fpRZE 30 REER, 2000 P dcdRd ZEEp fR ERIE ^ RZER rPr fpR 
RTRT t P- 
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feTf^T^, TOT^^ TOTTTOTO HT^T TO-ff f*lddlcH ^ ^ 

^5TO ^ ^-31^ ^ ^ TO ter t ^ TOJig^ TOff ^ ^ TOf^ofM ^ sfk 

3rf^r^ ^clO McTM Rhill TOT "gt, ^ 'Olltcl otl "t I 


TOT: Trraff ^ WcT TO STf^TTOfT ^ t I 
TOT^ TTTOTOTst TTyRld WfTR ^ ‘im TO^ I 


3TTTJT 23.08.2018 ^ ^ TOTOTO ^ feRTOT TOTO ^[TOTT TOT I 

TOTO ^tTTR TOTOfr^ 


27 R^H< , 2018 

W. 3ir. 47.^1 ^1Rl=h srfM^TOT 1947 (1947 TO 14) # SOTT 17 % sr^WT # TOTO7 

^TTTf ST^frro f^TOTOT % WST^ % Pi 41'4+1' sfR TO% TO^TOTf % ST^tST ^^ f^ff? sfNfTPNr t 

st^frPl^ 3Tf^TOTO T^ W -4I4H4, tm\ 03/2009) ^ TTTOf^ TOTft | ^ 

TOTOT ^ 24.12.2018 ^ TriTT fTO «m 

[t. T^-29012/90/2008-3irt3TO(T^)] 
%. ftro^j, siro: 


New Delhi, the 27* December, 2018 


S.O. 47.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 03/2009) of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Udaipur now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the management of M/s Ashoka Minerals and 
their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 24.12.2018. 

[No. L-29012/90/2008-IR(M)] 


D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


TOJ^EI 

3lt^lRl<b Slf^RTTOI TO TO TOUIITO, (TOTRSto) ifldl’lflH Slf^lTO^-?fl SRTO 


TT^TTOT RTTOT 03/2009 I.T.R. (C) 


3fr RTTOgRR PlcTT HlhKH ’fUlT (’JTOh) 

PcIKH tot ^ rflTO TO. tItoTTO, "PlTO TJTO^R ^ ^TJTO 

(1) ^ftrofr ttRctt TOfr to. tot^ttr ’fuir 

( 2 ) ^41 HlPcbl 5^1 TO. TOT^TTR 41 to 3TTg 11 ^ 

( 3 ) ^41 TOTTO 5^1 TO. TOTOgRR ’fUlT 3TT^ 8 ^ 

( 4 ) ^ PrdPr PlcTT TO. TOT^TTR ’flTO 3TTg 5 ^ 

( 5 ) ^41 7|?T^ 5^1 TO. TOT^TTR ’fUlT 3TT^ 4 ^ 

4r 1 TOTliefT TJTf^ TOTOh TOTT 4lTO?r TT^tcTT 

pRTTTffTOT tot TOTTTI ^ 311^4), TO. tItoTTO ...TO#TOT 


r4'h<s 


3fr :^4 tJR, 3T?ftTO PlTOTOT, 
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g. '3444,'! 


...fcm-afr 


^OTftajcI : 

RTsff 4?r sfk ^ : aft TEft?T ftfuftT, srfSrcpfxTT 
fftRaft 4ft sfk ^ : aft #4, srfSrarcTT 




Rni'cb 27 4TRR, 2018 

^TRcI 4R4JR ^ ajR fftj-JTT- c[ft sEOUfJ L-29012/ 90/2008-IR{M} New Delhi 18.11.2008 ^ 

URT PlHiRhd fftcfR ^ -iimidd 4ft ftfftcl fftjTTJ W - 


‘ ‘Whether the action of the management of 
M/s Ashoka Minerals, Village & Post Dhelana 
Tehsil Kherwara Distt.Udaipur in terminating 
the Service of Shri Rajkumar Meena S/o Shri 
Mogaram Meena w.e.f. 03/08/2017 is just and 
legal ? To what relief the workmen is entitled 
and from which date ?” 


^34tI 3Tm 44 RTTR" 4TRI ^ 4T -4141(44 URT 44J7H 44f fftjTTT 4TT4N 4P4f^ 45144714 4ft ftlfftTT 411^ 
fftjft 4ft I 

fft4T41 25.02.2010 4ft aftRcft TlfftUT ftlHT ft 441 41^41 44 ft?! 417 fftft44 fftl4T fftl 47# 4# 744^417 ftlHT 
44 fft4T41 14.09.2009 4ft ffttpT ftl 441 t 441 744^417 ftftTl 4ft 4? 74ft 441 417 4# 4lfft44, 74141, fftfcTd, 7|?1^ 
fftfft41 4|R71M t I ^71 Rift 714r^4R ftftTl ^ TSJR 47 451447 44lft 41lft 44 31lft?l 44R #41 41lft | #71 47 

-4l4lcH4 4171 #4141 23.08.10 4ft aftRcll 71#4 4 344 4ft #1# 47 felft 41lft 44 31lft?l #41 I 

4isff 451 4ft 3# ft #4# 23.08.10 4ft 4#! #141 441, #7# ftft4 ft 484 ^ 4447 t # ftWl 

4ft #4# 01.03.2005 4ft #45ft 717844 ft "ftffth #4 344^47" ft 44 47 #g44 #141 I 41# 744^417 ft#4 ft #4141 
02.08.2007 441 4141417 44ft #41 441 4 v44 #4# 03.08.2007 4ft 744^417 ft#! #M5ft ft 71451 ft #ft 

44#8J4 ^34 4l #45ft ft 4ft #41 4ftf 4474 44lft 4^# 47 ftft ft #447 417 ftf#41 31#?1 ft ft41 tJ 8J41 417 #41 I 
ft41 TJSJcp cfr# ft Tjft 4ft^ 31lft4 44, ftdldftl 44 4# #41, 4 # ft41 iJSTcp cfT# ft Tjft 4ft^ ft#71 41 ft#71—ft 44 
^34744 #141, 4 334441 71# 3141 4ft I #45ft ft 34ft4 #4#4 ft ftf^ 744^417 ft#l 4ft 41# 4ft^ #4444 4# 
^ 3# 71443417 ft#l ft 3ft #^ ft 748T #45ft ft 4# 44ft #141 I ^ 4447 #45ft HKl 744^417 ft#l 4ft 3#4 4 
3f5#14 714 ft ft41 38 J 41 417 #41 I ?71#ft ft41 3#4 4ft 3lt4 4 3r3#14 ##4 #141 41# 484 ft41 38 J 41 #ftl41 ft 
'344ft 3 ^ #4# 14.09.2009 441 4ft 314# 44 ^dd 4 344 444 #41fft 41# I 

#45ft ft 34141 41414 ft?l 417 418#1 XJ4 ft 3i#14 48#! 4ft 317ft447 417ft 34 44 3i#14 #141 # 7141^417 
ft#l 4 ft #45ft 717844 ft 41 # ftf TSJlftl #3#4 4# 4ft 4ft, 4#fl 7141^417 ft#l ft#41 ft44 ft 311417 47 41# 417ft 
851 484 7141^417 SKI #4#1 01.03.2005 ft 02.08.2007 441 Rdlftd fti7 47 0l4 dftl #141 I 71443417 ft#T 4lft 417 
4714 ft#17 31# e#, #171 47 4# 4lft 417 4714 ft#17 31# ft 441 #141 I #45?! 414 41# ftl 7141^417 ft#l 4ft ft41 
3441 4# #141 441, 4#41 4443417 ft#l 4ft 3174#41 444 4ft el4 44 41# ft 41R4 4? ft#lft 47 44#Slcl 4# ft#l 
84 I #45ft 414 4ft ft41 38 J 41 4# #141 441 371## 4ft 31lft4 44, #414# 44, ##4 41 51#3# 71# ftft 4ft 
3114?44141 4# # I 7141^4R #4i #T 0# ftcR 3441 4# #141 441, 4#41 3174#41 4714 4ft el4 44 41# ft 4474 
43 #4lft 47 134#8J4 4# #41 84 | 37 I## 418 ff 4 ni 44 4#4 TsuRvd ## 41# 4 ft 418#1 4 ft I 

418ft 4ft 3# ft 314ft 4#4 ft 7148# ft # 4 # 71#41 44 4481 44 ft?l ^34 #17lft #45ft 31#4441 ft #173 
4ft I #45ft 4 ft 3# ft aft 417ft7 ^ft4 4 3#?! ^417 3lft71 44 4481 44 ft?l f 34 #1^ 418ft 31#4441 ft #173 4ft I 


45144# ft 31#r44x4 4ft 4371 7[# 4ft I 4414# 44 314#414 #141 441 I 


418 ft 31#r4441 44 lift t #1 418ft ft # 4 # 717844 ft #4#1 01.03.2005 ft 02.08.2007 441 4141417 ft4 3114ft47 
ft 44 47 41# #141 84 484 I37lft 41# ft #4# 717844 4# 41# 4ftft #4444 4# 7#, 4fe41 418ft 447 3144 4lft447 
84, 371 4144 #4# 717844 414 tjft 447 4444 44 44#-2 41# #141 84 484 #4# 1471 34# 41414 4 7454 ft 43 





’TOT ^ TOTTO : 5, 2019/^ 15, 1940 


[TOT II-TTOi: 3(ii)] 


225 


tots f% TOJT^TO? ifTTO ?rTO %TTS eTTO TO to 4 TO TOcTT TO, ^ TOTcT fcTXTafr 

ITOT ST’fr ifr SlferTT cT^ sff Rto I TOsff ITOl TOT^ f^TSlTOT ^ ^tTOT TO^ STf^ TOeT ^T 240 
3Tf^ ^ STO filTO TOTOT 03.08.2007 fcTXTafr ^ TOT«T ^ TOf^TcT ^3TT cfl 

ftlTO TOTOT TOTT7T TO ^ ?TOTO TO oIRsIcb 3TT^ 31%! WT tJTOTT TO Rto cTTO ^ tJTOTT 

TO^ ^ TO f^TOT 14.09.2009 TOTO?r ^ I ^ STtsT ^llftcT %TO TO^ cTTO TOTOgTO 

^ TJSTO TO^ ^ TOTO^ RslW TOT TOf^ TO TO’T ReTTTO TO^ I 

f^afr ^ TOcT TOT^ TO fcr#T TO^ ^ TO TOTS f%TO % TOT^TO ^^TO f^T^afT TOTOS ^i f^R#[cT cfk TO 
to4to TO ^ ^ TOTO TO f^rgro %TO TOTT to STO ^ ^ TOTOS to # gSTOT 

f%TO TOST TO I STTO^TTO ^^TO STf^TTOTOT: TOTS ^TTO TO^ TOTT ^ TO Srf TO TOTS %TTS S S^ STST TOTT 
STO TO TOR itro ^felT ^ TOSfes STT STTt} STTOT eft TOJof SSTST S^ TO SfTOTT TO % ST# S^ gtJriSI sfes S 

# TO^ ^ ST^ ^T S# %TTS# # # S| #r STO Wi STTO^TO S^ TOR s5t TOT TOT^ # TO # #ST# TO S# TOST 

TO I TOT^TO ^ #TT# # S^ 240 f#S STTt} S# #TST I TOT^TO ITOT TOR #STS TO’^ S #S TOSfes STT STTt} 
STS^ # # TOTS SST STSTO s5t SSTSST S# TO# # sffS TO TOS # #STfr TO Ssf^-TOT S# #ST TO f#Tafr 

STS S# #ST gSTST S# f#ST SST I ST#TOT S^ eTTS TOS STS^ # 3Tf^TSTT# S# t I 

S#S SrafST TO # SS#S ^ SSS^ s5t SS# afTS# Sf^ TOT^ TOS TO ^ S#S TTT#ST # SSSf s5t 
gsssf^ S^ t STO TO TOTS f#ST f# TOT# sf^ f^Tafl TOTOS ^T 01.03.2005 # 02.08.2007 SST STSTSTS STTTfsS # STO 
f#STST 03.08.2007 S^ SR ^ Sg# # fe# TOf^SS ^3S Sl S# flfST S^ STTSS SSTS Sg# TO # ?RTO STS f#TT 
STO #f#ST 3S^ # #ST gSST STS RST I TO# f#TO ^ TO STR f# #ST# TO PlS>H'^ STT gSTSST TOT# S# ^ # 
STSTST TO I 

f#Tafr 7# sfk # STsfls f#s s s#?t ^sts stt tos to ssgs fss f#ST^i to%# f#Tafr srs ssgs stsr # 

SSSf 7# gsSTSf^ 7# S^ t STO TO TOTTS f#ST % STST^RS #TO S7# # f#Tafr STSTOS ^ f##ST 01.03.05 # 02.08. 
07 SST f#T#[S #S TO Sto} S# f#ST, sfeST TOT# ITOT ##fT #TS # TOTTS TO Sto} f#ST SST I STST^STS SSR SS 
#ss TTO# TO^ STST f#S S# STS S# ST#S ##TO S ST#S S[SSST#TO ITOT SSR #75S TO^ # SST f#ST STO 
S# S# STS #TTS# # # st # SS STST^SR SSR 7# SfS # SSSS # S# STS TO# ^# TO Ssft-TOT S# #ST 
TO I 

tot tistss ST# sar 7# sfk # TO sstst sst t f# stst^sr f#Tafr ststos ^ f##ST 01 . 03.2005 # 

02.08.2007 SST efSTSR ##fT #S TOT^S # SS TO SSt} f#ST TO I f#T# 7# sfk # SSgS RSR S SSaS ^ TO 
SSTST SST f# STST^SR #TO ^ S7# # f#Ta?l STSTOS ^1 f#SfST 01.03.2005 # 02.08.2007 SST f#Tf#T #S TO Sto} S# 
f#ST, sfeST SST# STST ##fT #TS # TOTR TO Sto} f#ST I TOT SSTO S# # STST^SR f#Tafr STSTOS ^ ##fT #R 

# TOTR TO Sto} f#ST #, sfeST SST# STST SSS TOf^T ^ f#T# # S# #RST #S TOSfes # SS TO Sto} f#ST TO 
SSS # STTf#T # STTST 11 TOT# TOfTST f#Tafr STSTOS 7# sfk # SS#-2 TOTTS SS ST# f#ST TO# # TO 3Tf#S t 
f# STST^SR #TO ^ f#SfST 01.03.2005 # 31.07.2007 SST #RsT #S TO#SS # SS TO SS# f#ST TO I 

TOT SST ST# 7# f##ST 03.08.2007 7# #ST gTOfT Sr# SS STOT # ST# SST S# sfR # TO# 7p#S S TOR 
SS # TO TTOT t f# f#SfST 03.08.2007 S# SR STST^SR #TO f#T# # SSt ^# TO TOTf#fS f3S # f#T# # f#ST 
S^ SSSS SSTS s# sg# to ## # ?RTR SR glRcicb 3S#S # #ST garST SR f#ST | Sisf# f#S# S# sfR # to 
ssas ssgs s# s# t f# f#sa# ststos tost 75 # # stts^sr s# 3#s to # #st gRsr s# f#ST sst, sfesr 
STST^SR SS# # TOSf#75 ^rr SS #SS f## STT# S# RS SS ST# S# STO # TO #ST# TO TO^TOT S# #ST TO I 

^ SSTR f#safr TOST to SSTS f#ST SST f# STST^SR S# SS# TOST #ST gSTST S# f#ST SST, sfeST TO SS# 

# TOR S# RS Rg R# # SSSS #ST# TO SS#TOT S# #ST TO I ^ STRTO # STS#S §#S # 3TS# f#TS? # TO 
TTOT f# ST# # RgS### STSS 7#^ #f#ST S# f#ST I ST# S# TOR #SR TO# TOgSTSTS # S# S?# SS 7#^ 
#f#ST S# f#ST I TO#?T ^SR 3T#ST # # TOT# f#TS? # ^ cTSS 7# S#STR f#ST t f# ST# # ^^g# TO S# TO# 
STSS S# #f#ST S# f#ST TO I 

ST# SST STST^SR #TO # TOST TOR #SR ^# TO TO# SS STO t, f#S# S# sfk # TO # SSTST SST f# 
STST^SR #TO TOR #TO TO# RST ^ 7# # S# SST # f#ST TO STO TOR #SR TO #S TOSfes SS SS# SR# # 
fe# tsST # SSTST # TO RS# RS SST TO STO 75# # 7#^ RSSS ## S# RSTSST S# S?# # I 

^ STRTO # STS#S f#S # TOT# f#TS? # TO STR f# ST# # TOR #SR TO# # ST^ # f## # # feTS#cT 
f#STTSS S# # # S# SST S# I f#TST ##SR # ST# S# TOR #SR TO# S# STS ST# SSTSS STS RTR SR S# t I 
S#?T 3T#ST # # TOT# f#TSS # SRT f# TO SSR S# SST STSTST f# ST# SST S## # f#S# SR TOR #SR TOST TO 

^ SSTR f#s# 7# sfR # 7# srras #st ^ t ss# srsfR f#s s# ss # sst s# f# f## # sr# # 

TOR #SR TO# 7# ftrssss 7# # I S#R R#S TO S# SST SSTST f# ST# RfT sfl# # f#S# SR TOR #7fR 
3TTST TO I ?S# 3TRTST f#Sa# S# #R # ## 7f#f SSTT## STaS # #S S# S# S# f# SR^SR #TO TOR #7fR 
RTST # Sfk S# S^ #STS# # S# # I 


ST# sar 7 # sfk # ss#-2 ssrs ss ssMs srtst t i f#TS# sr^sr #to ss ss# ssf Rstst 01.03. 

2005 # 31.07.2007 SST ##75 #S TOSfes # SS SS 75T#SS #ST STO SSS TOlfe # ST# SS# f#RTSS #TT SSTST 11 
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TiR ^ ^ ^ ^ sfN cfl SJUf ?RR TfpfN ^3^ ^3Tft-8Jcl ^ cfl f^afl WIET 

^ WR ^ IPTFl Rl^ ^ ^fRcTl I ?T1^ 3TR1W ?fRl 31^ ^ SEpfl f^R? ^ ^J^Wr f^TR t % RJsff ^ 

Rjpj ^ RichMd R#r sfr I 

f^afr 4^ sfk ^ ^fr wpz w % rm^rr ^^rii %Rfr ^ ^ Picbidi sfk ^ ?rr 

R?r Rcl ^ RJRR m ^JTfefcl R# ^ 8R | ^ ifRfcl f^afl R?! sfk ^ Rl ?RT^ Rf^RST ^ f^TR W 

Tl? Rjffcl R#r #lcR f% ^ TRR^RR ^ 31Rlf^ ?RR 45t Rcl ^ RRRl ^ Wl RT ^5Rf^-8Jcl R# ^ SR | 

vjigl cJcR fclMafr TRSRR TRR^RR 41^11 SKI SIM^ PirIvjH cRM RRlcR Rlf^cR cfRef 240 Rd ^ STRRR 

RRsJ RcRT RT RRf^lcl ?tRR 3TR^ #RR RR T?R t I ?TT ^IPR^ 4 Vr ^RRff ^gR r^ zrsrr %R1 

JRT^ Rf^ 31R^ ^RRJof PirIvjH RRR ^ ^klR RRfRJ Rife RRef 240 fe ^ Slfe RRs} feR RR fe^lcl tlRR 

3fe fep 3Tfe R^ t I RRfR 3T?RR ^ ?TT ^Rf^RT ^ fep R^t R^ cfl 3fe fep ^ RR RJ?1 % Rjsff ^ 
RRffe^ felRR ^ 315 RR RRJ RIR 240 fe ^ 3Tfe fe^Rt^cflR?R^RcR RRkR, RTRI^ RR RRl? 
RRT-feRRl t RSR fe^ ^-SRR ^ RRRR^RR fejR ^ RR RR RJlfel t, rR RIRT^RR fel RTR sfe felRTR ^ 
feiR feU 41 R^ ^i 240 fe Rr4 r# fer RRI fel, cfl R? ^ RSR rII rrr RcUcTI f% RIRPgRR fel RTR fell 

41 r 4 4 240 fei rr 4 feR ^ I RRTR pfei feki 4 3 tr 41 fe? 4 Rfe c4 ^ rsr r4 rrci rriri f% Risfl 4 
40l4 SrjTTR mIcI r 4 240 Rd 0l4 feRT 41, fe? 0gl 14? RTr4 R0 RR 41 240 Rd RRJ 0l4 feRl I ^R0 STeflRT 

ffeaft ^ Rpf RRifei R^felRT ^ STJRR 41 fe r41r r#! 41ri 1% RRT^RR 41ri 4 240 fei rr 4 R^ fen 4l I 

Rr 4'-2 RRFl RR 4 41 RR RT^ 4fe 4 Rj RRT^RR 41 r 1 4 feaft fesRR 4 3 Tr4 RrIrR RRRT 4 f4RcR rr4 

fepl 

RR RRRR feaft RTR RT^ RiaR 4 RR Rlfel r41 41R1 4 1% RRT^RR 41r 1 RRR 414 RR 3Tl41 4l RSR R^ 
RRR r 4 efcl ^ RRRR RfR Rr 4 RR RRfefcl r 41 41R1 4l I RRPgRlR 41 r1 RTR 3Tr4 RrIrR RRef 4 240 fel 4 
3 jfe rr 4 feRT RR RRfefci 4iRJR 3 tr41 4ri4 41 4 I feaft r 4 sflR 4 441 41 r44 risr r 41 fe 1% rirt^rir 

41r 1 fefe 03.08.2007 r 4 ?RIR feR 3T1R1 4l sflR r4 ^41 RR r 41 fell 4l I feaft RlRl R114 RRFl RR RR?l-2 
^ 313 RIIR RIRI^RIR 41f 1 RlRl 01.03.2005 4 31.07.2007 cl0 ddIclK Rr 4 fep RRRl RRlfel 4 cJSR feaft 4 Rpl 
RlRlfe RRRRRlef 4 SlJRllR RIRI^RIR r 4 fefe 1 R 2 RRRcl 2007 r4 RR1r 4 RRfelf4 RrI 4 clSR fefe 03.07.2007 
4 RR1 r 4 R^RfelcT RRIRI RRI 4, ^fed RRfe R^RfelfcT RlRcl r4 r 4^ 4lf4Rl fell 4l, RR cJSR RRgR 4 RRlfel 
r 41 4 I ^Rlei4 RRR fepR 4 RTRIR RR RR RR7R RlcR 4f4 RER^RIR 41 f 1 fefe 03.08.2007 r 4 feiaft 4 RlRai 
^4 4 fef RRfelcT f3R 4l feaft 4 feP Rfl4 RRFl Rcll4 4fffe Rlfel 4 4 r1 tJSRE R7R fed I 

RR RR 4fR1 4 14 RRI fel 4r 1 gfel 4 fef Risff RRI RlRcl RlRl R7 r4 RR 3lf4RR4 4 ? 

RIRI^RIR 41f 1 RlRl feia4 4 3141 r Rl r 4 4 3lfe RIRR cl0 Rr 4 f4Rl RRI cJSR RER^RIR r4 4r1 tJ 8 T 0 
144 fi 4 4 RTR 41 feiaft 4 rri rrci rr rr rr4 sr, ^rj rrrc^:T 4 r4?i felRi 4 3 ir41 14trr 4 rr r4rrr feRi 4 
14 Risff 4 RIR RRi4 RRI rri 3RR cRfej 4fe 4 r felfe RR RRR R1 r 4 RfRT I RlRRgRlR 4FR r4 4r1 tJSJRJ fef 

fe 4 RIR fellRl 14.09.2009 r 4 RRfef Rl r4 RR RSR RRgR 4 RR7R f 3R 4 I 441 Rfesjl4 4 RfRRgRR r4 

5R: 4r1 4 Rf4 rr 3Tfel r41 fed RIRRR 4 sffR Hld4lif RW RllRlRTR RTR Rife fefe ^^TRl 2 0 0 4(3) 

WLC(Raj.) Page 142 District Education Officer Vs. Babulal 4 41 240 fed r4 4rT didcf ^ RfefF IfeflRT FIdl 

feel RlRl RRI RRI RRRR RER^RF 4FR 4 cjlRpId r4 41 RRcl feREcl 4 SURF RR 1,00,000 /-Fr 4 aifejlff feflRl 
FlRl feel Rcffcl RlcR 4 I 

31cl: RFcl RFRRR IRR 4fe r4r felfRl 18/11/2008 r 4 Recife Rf 4 fR RRIR RRI RRRR Rife 14 r1 

RRcR 4 14 - 

14 feiaff 4 fRR 4r 4 fefe felFR, rIr R RHR felFl, clR41ef feRRRl, feeR RRR^R RFl aife aff 
RER^RF 4FR fel aff HldKIH 44 r r 4 fejER 03/08/2007 r4 4r1 4 tJSRR RFRI fefcl RR 4r r41 4 I RTlfef 
RR fesi 4 ri gfe 4 fef RER^RF 44r 4 ciiRrm ( affRcff fecR, ^aff hIPiri, ^aff 4rri, Pffei, ^aff 7|?f^) r4 
R0 g?cT 1,00,000/- R0 eflF Wf RfefF feflRl RRRl fefcl Rcffcl fe 4 I 

feaff RRIR RRRRIR 4 4 RIR 4 Rjsff r4 RRcl fel RR 'gRcRR r4, 3 PRSR RRR fef RR ffel Rff fellRl 4 
IJRcRR cl0 8 Rlfelcl Rife RR 4 ^lER 4 r RIRT I 

RRIR RRRRRJsl RFcl dFRlF Rll 4rR fef I 


RRIR 311R1 fefe 27 RRfRR, 2018 r 4 7|4 ^RIRIFR 4 fedlRl RRRF T[R1R1 RRI I 


3FF1 ^RF ^RlRPffR 


Rf ifefe, 27 Rrh< , 2018 
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W. 3ir. 48.^1 ^1Ri'll srflrf^^ 1947 (1947 ^ 14) # STRT 17 % sr^^TOiT # 4<4>K 

TRlTf tST^^TTOT ft^TTOT f%f^ % WSIlN’ % ^1^ Pl4l4=bl' 47 -+4-+l<l' 4 #4" STjtST 4 

4^1Rl=b 4 3ff7frP45 srf&ro:^^ toptttpt, (4^4 tm\ 04/2009) 4r w%crTOTft 

14r 4r 24.12.2018 4r W f3TT STTI 

[t. T^-29012/76/2008-3irf3TR(T^)] 

ft. %. flRT^j, 3R7 ^rf%^ 


New Delhi, the 27* December, 2018 


S.O. 48. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 04/2009) of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Udaipur now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the management of M/s. International Mineral 
Industries Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 24.12.2018. 

[No. L-29012/76/2008-IR(M)] 


D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


3lt^lRl<t> iT^' ^ -tJliJIcHiJ, v}cIiJ4,7 (TRRa-TTd) ifldl-lflH 3lf^ra^- ft SITTO ^4 

y^R^TI 4T!sqT 04/2009 I.T.R. (C) 

4 UJMdld ftcTT dl^dld troft 

PIcIKD TTT^ ^174, WIRTOT, TOT^R ...TOff 


Pl^^lcb/ -HTOTO, 

Plvjj^HI, f^eTT TOTTOTO ...fcRsfr 


TOff 4 3fk 4 : 4 7 t4?t ftra4, 44^x11 

f4T4 4 sfk 4 : 4 3TR.W. 4 tot, 44rTOT 

Rdl'ch 29 3]ch)6|L 2018 

’-TITO TfTOR f TO f^TFT 4 sTOTO L-29012/ 76/2008(IR{M})New Delhi f^TTO 15.07.2008 f 

HITT PlHiRhd f4lR ^ TOTOUT 4 3Tf444T8t 44 f4TT TOT - 

‘ ‘Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. International Mineral Industries Ltd., 

Nijarana, Distt. Rajsamand in terminating 
the services of their workmen Shri Chaganlal 
S/o Sh. Babulal w.e.f.07.10.2006 is Just and 
legal ? If not, to what relief the Workman 
is entitled to and from which date ?” 


TOcT 3TTTO TO TOFT TTTRT 4^ TO TO7TTTO ITOT TOTOU TOf f4TT TOTO TOf^TcT R5TTOTOT 4 4f4T TO^ 
f44 I f4TT TO TTTsff 4 3fk ^ Rdl0 06.04.2009 4 cf4t Rhdl TOT TO cTTO f44 4 sfk ^ Rdl0 28.01.2010 
4 TOTO 4 t f4TT TOT I 
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RTsff ITRT ^ cJS^ ^ y0K % 1% RTsff ^ f^Sfl ITRT R^I0 01.08.1998 ^ 

T? tr f^rgcpcJ [chill \jlhl Rjsff ^ R'lW 06.10.2006 cI0 dOIcIK 016 Rhill cf f^TT0 07.10.2006 vjjsf 8 Im 41 'Si^cTl 
^ JJTfefcT ^3TT cTl f^sfl ^ fcPTT ^ ^hRH cfcTT^ HlRil0 311^ ^ ^ TJ8T0 ^ Rtr | RTsff ^ Tjaph 
7 h^ ^ 311 ^, ^TTchfr 9 ^ ^ RtIT ^ #r ^ ttt 3 nR ^ | Rjaff ^ f^TRafr WTR ^ 31 X 1 ^ 

PlillvjlH ^ ^kPT ThTeT 240 3lf^ ^ X^cfTij ^ f | yraff 3r5f%fcl WT TJ8J0 7h^ 

W4 T7 W ThR ^ifcR Pl^cJd TfR RzTT | RTsff ^ 07.10.2006 ^ ^ 31%! cT 

315f%RT UlfifcT TfR^ cT Rjsff XH^-fT RP-it xpficl ^ 0TT^ ^ tr %ZTT I 

f^afr 31XE^ Rcfra ^ cJSRf 3R%hR RR^ ^ ZTR 3ff%cl f%7TT f% RTsff f^Rf0 07.10. 

2006 fcpiafr ^ ^ 311^ ^ ^ gru R#r ^RT , yjaff 07.IO.2OO6 RT RTR 3RT 

f^Rf0 Thl RRt} xr Rxrf^-SRl Rfr ^311 I RTsff fcRsfl ^ XRJ^ 0|il[di1 XR 7^ x^R xr SR RSR 

0|il[eii1 ^[ RRt} R#r ^ X^ RRRh 05.09.2006 7^ 3R^ X^ fcTRafl X^-SRR 7[5t P|vj[h| f^-SRI 7RRTR XR xr^nREUf^ f%7R 
RRT SR RSR RTsff 7f^ RR fiRTRcI ^ R^ sfr f% TfR M RlR^ c^0d TfR RfTRX^ TfRTfRf 3fN RXP XJX^ 7 Rr TfR 
RcldPl0 317f7hM ^ RrT RRT SR I RTsff f^RTTh 04.10.2006 ^ TfTR fcTRafl X^-SRR ^ ^fl Xjxrf^-SRJ R^ |3R XR 
RrT 0 02.12.2006 7f^ Rf^TTRxi XtJTRR x^R ^f%R %RT RRT RXpTf^t Rlf^ 7^ RTR ^ TfR XJxrfefR R^ ^3R 3fN R #1 3RRfr 
315qft-Sjf^ TfTTfR 7f^ XfR^tTfRur | f^fRaft RKT RTsff 7f^ X^ XJgRh R^f %RT RRT, RTlfM 7f^ 3R#T XRf,Rtf^ 
3 rR ^ 7f?r 3n7RR7hcR R^ sfr | Rjsff x^ ^ f^f^ r ^rtrrt^ x^ tirt} r^ [^rt i 

RTsff f^Xffr iff 7f^ ^f 240 RR RT RXRX^ 3ff^ TfRr} R^ f%RT I RRfM RTsff TfR RTS.fRT XfR ^iRvjf %7f XJRX^ TfR 
Pl^4H %RT| 

RTsff x^ f^RTTh 22.09.16 7f^ 3fXRR ^fRR XRf ^ f%RT RSR f^RR 3nRRfr Ml ^ xrj^, "^f^R f^Rfrh 17.11.16 
^ 24.10.2017 RTh 3f^ 3f7fXfR Rzf XRfx^ 7^ RTR ^ RTsff f^RR XJXtRrr R^ f3R RSR f^RfRj 09.01.18 7f^ ^ 
XRjRsJR R#r ^3R RRf^ RTsff 7f^ XRjaR Rxr r 5[ | f^fRaft 7f5t sfR X^ off 7f^ XRjaR ^ R# I 

RaTTfRRIR 7^ 3fRf7f7FdT 7f?f RRXR ^ xrj^ | Md|cfc[l TfR 3]cfd'l0H %RT W | 

RTsff 7f?f sfR x^ 2015 DNJ (SC) Page 297 Bhavnagar Municipal Corp. Vs. Jadeja Gopvubha xRrRf0 ‘^^SPR 
TfR RR cT7f5 Rill RRT 1% i|R P|iflvji0 SKI 240 Rd 0l4 0^4 7^ xfppRXR if S'f-dRvjf xf?! d4l R>i) "t dt Rifl\jl0 7^ 
fcfw Rm^ci xrtrrxr cfr xrtM i 

RRT^ Rm^cI frlRafr 7f^ 3fR ^ RnfRhd -iflRl 0 xf?l RrI xrRf f - 

(1) 2005 LLR Page 737 (S.C.) 

Manager RBI Vs. S. Mani and others 

(2) 2013 LLR Page 726 (Delhi) 

The Manager R.R.Eoundation Vs. Pappu & Anr. 

(3) 2014 LLR Page 282 (Allahabad) 

Cambridge School Vs. State of U.P. 


RlRxflR XJgTfcTR XRTRTRR irr tr)^ rrr -iflRl0 ^^RR ^ RR RlcSIM yRmRd RjRI t Rx R^fTh 3ixjx^ 

xRrtPr gRIR R^ if TJ^ 3Tfif7hRRt RR Rfgf grjRTR ^ ^ Rff^ RfflfR ThRRT 3n7RR7h f, TfR Rjsff 31XJX^ XTai 7f^ 

XRIRR ThRX^ if 31 RRS.t RRRT t cfl ^ f^-SjfcT ^ Rxiafl Tf?) RfcRaR ^ XRtRR R^ R^ Tf?) f^^tfcT if iD Rjaff R^ XRRTRRT 

RIXR ThRX^ RR 3lR7fR^ R#r t dSR Rf^ Rjsff 31X^4 7f=^ RX) Xfuf^R R#! TfXR XRRT t cfl Hf^aR ^ R#r f^XXfff 7fR% 7^ 

3TTRR XR RTsff 7f4f XRRTRRT RIXR TfRX^ RR 3ff^f7fR^ R^ t I ReTlRlRlR X3^ xrtrjrr rrr ^Rjf^fZh ^ # 

RR TRRR t I Recfr XJTTf XRTRTRfR RPR RRR ^Rff^fTh if RR RHcSIM XRf^ f%RT t f% MRIcfcfl XP7 XJXJRfSp 





[qpT 3(ii)] 


’TOT ^ TOTTO : 5, 2019/^ 15, 1940 


229 


ifr 4 ' 1 -dl^lvjT ^ 315 TO? ^TTlf^ ftro ^ cR? ^ ^TOT^ ^ 3TTETR m ’ft cR? ^ ^ TOT ^ 

^ TO TOTT^ t I 

TOF^ fcT^TOT ^ 3TTETR TO ^ TO-ff TOm^TT ^ ’ft f%^T t TO# ST^TO? TOf^ ^ TOTTO t ^ 
^ TOTO^ TO ^ TOT TOTFT ^ %TO TO TOTTO t TOTT TOsff ^ TOT’^ ^ TOf 3Tfi[TOT^ ^ fclf^ TO[TO? 
TOftr^ ^ f%TO t, TOsff ^ WTOTT TOTO TO STf^TTO^ ^ t I OTsff ^ sfk ^ ^ TOlft^ ^TOTRF ^ 

%TO t, TOT^i ^ TOsff ^ 3TTOfr TOlfM^ ^ TOT^ TOTO^TT ^ ^if^ ^T?! TO# TOf^ TOTOTT TO, TOlf^ TOTOTcF 
TOTRR ^ TOsff ^ 3fk ^ TOT’^ ITOF TO^ TOTO^TT ^ TOf^ ^ TOTOTT t I TOsff ^ -41^14, ^TOTRF ^ TO^T 

TOTOTcF ^ TOT:^ "4^ ^ t, TOTf% ?Vt ^ WT TOsff TOT’^ ^aT 4^ TOf^ 4^ %TO 11 

FTiaff ^ ifr 4^ nlRilch TO TOtoMT TOTO ^ 4#r 45t % TOsff f^TO4T 07.10.2006 4^ fcTqafT TO8FR ^ 
^ fM TOlf^-TOT ^TO 3fk f?r4a?r f^TO 4^ 4TOR 4TO^ oIRilcb 3TT^ ^ ^ tJTOTT 4R ^ I 

TOTO c^ 3TTO4 ^T f^sfl TOTF TOsff 4^ R 410 07.10.2006 4^ -^41 ^TOTT TOT^ TO cTTO iff -UlRla 4^ % I ^ TOSTO 

TO TOsff 4^ 4TTOF 4T^ TO 311^144^ 4^ t I 

TOT: TOTO TO4TO TO4F ^TftcF TOT4 f^4f4T 15/07/2008 4^ 4alRd 4R^ 4414 ^ 44TO 4 TRc 1 f%TO TOTO 

^ %— 

f^afr TOTO4 ^[TOf ft4TOT RrITOT, 'RtTO TOTOT4TO 4T4F aif^TTO ^ TTOTOTTeT 

ftro TO^TOeT 4^ R4f4T 07.10.2006 ^ ^ ^44 f%TO TO4T MHlRld 4#! t I 

3Tcl: TOsff 4^ 4TTOF 41^^ TO 31^144^1 4#! 11 

4414 444441^ TOT fcTHTO, TOTOl 444TO 4^ ^TTO TO^ I 

4414 31141 f^4T41 29.10.2018 4it TOT4TeT4 ^ feTTOTTO 4TT4R ^[4141 4TO I 

31TO4 ^4R TOT4TEfr4 


4f 27 R^H< , 2018 

W. 3ir. 49. — sftrorPtTO f%4T4 3rfl|R44 1947 (1947 TO 14) # STTO 17 % sr^TOTO # Vs(l4 TOTOR 
TTrof 3 {Ro%o ITT^ 4T^ % WSTTOT % ^14^ R41'4-+I' sfR ^4% TO^TOTf % #4 STjtST ^ i^ffs 

3l1 4 f%4TO t R) + srf&TOTOT^TOR"-4141^4, ^44^%4414 TOTOT 55/2015) ^4TO%4'TO7fl' 

14fr TOTOR ^ 27.12.2018 ^ W fTO 4TI 

[t. ^-16025/4/2018-3TrtTO7:(T^)] 

ft. %. fpn% 3147 7rf%4 


New Delhi, the 27* December, 2018 


S.O. 49.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 55/2015) of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Udaipur now as shown in the 
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Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the management of M/s. R.K. Marbal Private 
Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 27.12.2018. 

[No. Z-16025/4/2018-IR(M)] 


D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


Wcb^ui 55 ^ 2015 ITR (Central) 

fti? 71^ 5^ ^ ^ PIcIKTI h'lclf^hl TNs Wl^ ^ f^TUT (TMWd) 


31R^.Ri4u Rlf^ felf^l^, Rkcpg, f^TUI T1PRPP^(T1PR-8IR) 


08 . 09.2018 

Riaff ch^uiRn^ rizj srfirRTOJ T[R1T ^0 I f^sfl 4?) SlN ^ 3Uler ftl? Tl^ Rn STI^FTTOJ 

^ J3Tft-apT I TSPhRET HKT 9^ tRT ^ Pl^4H W1 efPh 3T^lefcI 4?) 

TUcrdT ^ 31M TUfETPR ^ W t TlPfPlPTT ^ Riaff Pl^Rld 16.4.1998 ^ RTsff xtlcjiyRld 

26.03.2014 cPh 9Rl<l4 ^^IdT 3Plf^ ^ STRUT T? (Per Completed Years Of Service) -^IclT STdf^ 15 11 10 

16 dJT 30 dT cRTlRT cfT^ '^RcTR 9040/- ^ ^ TPh tpRT^f^ 'gRcTR 

1,44,640/- ^ TiT ^1 flrsfl Rtr dl^hl I ^ ^ ^ ^ tRl.STTT.p. cl 'gRcTR yilf*)cH I TR Rtfen 

^flRil-d if RTf ^ RT ^ ^gRcTR f%RT RTTRRT I 

RRcI RcKHdRlill ^gRcTTR R. 1,44,640/-cr R. 50,123/- ^eT ^gRcTR R.1,94,763/-^ SifclRctd Wf 

20,137/-^er Rldlcb^ 2,15,000 (3T«R ^ efUT RRTR RRTR Wf) fclXTgfr, Ri# 9l RTR RTR 7^ 3TRT 'JRcTR TfR ^RT I 
STRUT RTR Tlftr RT 6 RfcUTR Rife RT STM ffelRJ TIJM fe I 

?fe STeTTRT RTaff R^t feafl ^ TTRR Tfe RR7TRT Tfe R^ feff gzfTR RR fe RRifl RT STM 

ffeR fe R#i fen I 

TlferiRT feff RaTRRTf R^ RRR7T T[RRT R TTR?TTRT RRT feff RSTRJRf ^ TTfedlRT fel #R fehR ffel I Riaff 
rMRtR R^ nfe STffelRRJ «fl T[RTR felcfl RUT feafl ^ STRUffe fete, RRMRT H.R R^t StRiRRRT 
^ fefRR ^ifM Tfe ^ RRRIRT R^t | felRTRT tJURT dfecb ffel RRT I fePR RRTRcfl T% I fefel 7^ STTRTT RT 
fefl RSTRRT RTRM "fet I 

(fenu) srfer RTTT fet RR RTfe AJ-5(75) 2014-RLC fefe 9, Tjfe 2014 RR RTTT^ TRU TTeTM RRTR 
RR 7^ STTRTT RT RR RRTTR 2(A) LA. Act ^ cTRcT fe ffeT RRT UT I 

STR: RRTR RRRRTRTst TT^ffe TTTRRT R^ fer RTTcl | 

RRTRTfl ferU RJRR fer RTR cTRrfer RTffe RRRT ^ I 

3TTTR ^RTT MTRTfeT 


Tff ffedfl’, 27 IfeRRT, 2018 

W. 3ir. ffelR srf&ffeR 1947 (1947 RT 14) # STm 17 % sr^RTR ^ RTRTR 

SIR. %. Rife TTfer % fesrfe % ffefefe fe rr% Rferff % fer sr^tsr # 

sftfeffe ffelR Tf sfNfrffe SlffeUR TJ^ UR MTRMR, RRR^ % RUR (RR^ RW 04/2014) ^ RRUffe RRrft 
I fe fefer RTRTT ^ 27.12.2018 ^ RTR fSR UTI 

[R. fe-16025/4/2018-3TTt3TR(T^)] 

%. 1%Rt?J, SIUT Rf%u 


New Delhi, the 27* December, 2018 

S.O. 50. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 04/2014) of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Udaipur now as shown in the 
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Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the management of M/s. R.K. Marbal Private 
Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 27.12.2018. 

[No. Z-16025/4/2018-IR(M) 


D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


3lf^<h'P'l If? -UliUdiJ, 

^^!s^TT 04 TOT 2014 ITR(Central) 

fcfPT ftl? 55T afr TOTP^ PIcIKTI TOl^ cTOTfTU f^TUT TO?r (TOTRSTO) 


TTOTOTOh, 3TR.^. Rt4u RfTOg, f^TefT TOTTOTO (TORSTR) 


30.07.2018 

TOTTO5T ^ sri^FTTWTOT TJiT. | 

RaiTOTOT ^ 3TOeTcl ^ TOTdT ^ TOfPTPTT ^ Tjft tjsto ^ %7IT | TO. TOTTOfl 7# I 

TOirofr TOlffTOTO ^TOT ?JTTR ^ dcb^ld TlfcTO ^ TOTO? ^ | TOTO7 ^ ipTfl TJTT% | 


sttojt ^ttr TOirofr?! 


27 2018 

W. SIT. 51. —srfM^TOT 1947 (1947 TO 14) # STITT 17 % sr^TOTO if TOITOT 
^rof TTrorr^ 3 #^ % srsuto % Pl4l4+I' tot% TOfroff % ^ sr^tsr # 

3ftTOrPt^ # VsP4 TORTR 3Tf^TOTT TJ^ ^ TOTTTTOT t .-^, % RTOT (^^ TOTOT 

142/2016) ^ TlTOf^TOTpl^ VsP4 -H<4>K ^ 24.12.2018 ^ TTUT fTO TOI 

[TO T^-11011/11/2016-3TTt3TR(T^)] 

ft. %. 1%TOr?J, SRT TOf%R 


New Delhi, the 27* December, 2018 

S.O. 51. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 142/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court No.l, New 
Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Airport Authority of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 24.12.2018. 

[No. L-11011/11/2016-IR(M)] 

D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAVTAR CHAND DOGRA : PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No. 1, DWARKA COURTS COMPLEX : NEW DELHI 

ID No. 142/2016 

Shri G.A. Rudrappa through 
The General Secretary, 

Indian Airport Kamgar Union (lAKU), 

CHQ Office : Qtr.No.B-14-, Pocket A, 

INA Colony, New Delhi 110023. .. .Workman/Claimant 

Versus 


The Chairman, 

Airport Authority of India, 
Rajiv Gandhi Bhawan, 
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Safdarjang Airport, 

New Delhi 110003. ... Management/ Respondent 


AWARD 

This Award shall dispose of a reference which was made to this Tribunal by the Appropriate Government vide 
letter No.L-11011/11/2016/IR(M) dated 13.07.2016 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) for adjudication of an industrial dispute, terms of which 
are as under:- 

‘Whether the refusal of the management of Airport Authority of India to extend the benefit of the workman 

Shri G.A. Rudrappa for attending the meeting on 2.3.2009 at Mumbai in view of the decision of the Hon’ble 

High Court in W.P.(C) 283/2015 is justified ? If not, what relief the workman is entitled to ?’ 

2. Both parties were put to notice and the claimant G.A. Rudrappa filed statement of claim. As per the averments 
made in the claim petition, claimant G.A.Rudrappa is General Secretary of Indian Airport Kamgar Union (lAKU) - a 
registered Trade Union operating in the establishments of Airport Authority of India (AAI) & representing the workers of 
AAI throughout the country and functioning for the welfare & interest of the employees of AAI. The AAI had leased 
out Chatterpati Shivaji Internatiional Airport to M/s GVK on the basis of agreement which is called as Operation 
Management & Development Agreement (OMDA) w.e.f. 3/5/2006. Due to implementation of aforesaid agreement, the 
workers employed with AAI started facing various problems and the claimant Union raised an industrial dispute which 
was adjudicated upon by the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal No.2, Mumbai and interim order dated 15/1/2009 was 
passed, thereby some relief to the workers was provided. AAI challenged the same before Hon’ble High Court at 
Mumbai in a W.P. No 2085 of 2009. During hearing, Hon’ble High Court directed that an attempt should be made by the 
parties to settled the matter amicably by mutual discussions. Consequent upon the said direction of Hon’ble High Court, 
Regional Executive Director of AAI (Western Region), Mumbai convened a meeting for 2/3/2009 at 2.30 p.m. at 
Mumbai. M/s K.V. Kini & Co., Advocates & Solicitors of the AAI vide letter dated 27/2/2009 communicated to the 
Advocate of the Union about the date & time of the said meeting and requested him to instruct his client to attend the 
aforesaid meeting. Ms. Gayatri Devi, Advocate of the Union asked the General Secretary of the claimant Union to attend 
the meeting. The claimant informed the Controlling Officer viz. the Airport Director of AAI, Hyderabad about the said 
meeting and sought permission to leave the station on 28/2/2009 vide his application dated 27/2/2009. 

3. It is alleged that the claimant being General Secretary of the Union attended the said meeting on 2/3/2009 at 
Mumbai and made request vide his application dated 19/3/2009 to the Director of AAI, Hyderabad to grant him the 
benefits attached to the official tour for attending the said meeting. In the meanwhile the AAI transferred the workman 
from Hyderabad to Madurai Airport where he joined on 18/12/2009. It is also alleged that the claimant submitted a 
representation dated 12/5/2010 to the Regional Executive Director of AAI at Chennai and in reply thereto, the Airport 
Controller, Madurai Airport informed him vide letter dated 6/7/2010 that his request could not be agreed to since grant of 
special casual leave for attending court is not within the AAI leave regulation and thereby his claim for official benefits 
for attending the said meeting was rejected. Feeling aggrieved, the claimant sent his request dated 18/8/2010 to the 
Chairman, AAI through proper channel for grant of Special Casual leave as well as benefits of Tour & TA/DA etc., 
which was returned to him by the Airport Controller, Madurai vide his memo dated 20/8/2010 with an advice to take up 
the matter directly as General Secretary with AAI Management and hence, he directly sent a letter dated 6/9/2010 to the 
Chairman but to no response. Thereafter he approached the Conciliation Officer which culminated into the present 
reference. Prayer has been made for passing an Award of giving him all the benefits of tour on equal footings as granted 
to the General Secretary of Airport Authority Employees Union. 

4. Management has resisted the claim of the Workman and filed written reply, taking preliminary objections that 
this Tribunal has no territorial jurisdiction to adjudicate the claim petition as no cause of action arose at Delhi and 
admittedly the writ petition was filed by the Management before Hon’ble High Court at Mumbai. The claimant is not 
entitled to any relief inasmuch as Indian Airport Kamgar Union (lAKU) is not a recognized Trade Union of the 
Management and as per Airport Authority (Leave) Regulations, 2003 there is no provision for granting special casual 
leave to the workmen of the non recognized Union for attending courts. It is also alleged that the claimant is neither a 
member of the recognized Union of AAI, nor he is representing the workers of AAI throughout the country and that there 
is no privity of contract between lAKU and the Management. There was no written or verbal direction of Hon’ble High 
Court for grant of such facilities to the claimant. It is further alleged that the claimant was neither on official tour, nor 
any such approval was ever granted to him by the Management. Prayer has been made for dismissal of the claim 
petition. 

5. Rejoinder was filed on behalf of the workman/claimant, whereby the case as set up in the claim petition has 
been reiterated and allegations made in the written statement have been denied. 

6. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed on 1/8/2017 :- 
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i) Whether the claim is not maintainable in view of the preliminary objections ? 

ii) In terms of reference ? 

7. The Claimants in support of his case examined himself WWl and tendered his affidavit Ex.WWl/A & relied 
on the documents Ex.WWl/1 to Ex.WWl/14, whereas Management examined one Shri I.P. Aggarwal, Asstt. General 
Manager (HR), AAI who tendered his evidence by way of affidavit Ex.MWl/A 

Issue No.l : 

8. Learned A/R for the Management strenuously argued that this Tribunal has no territorial jurisdiction to entertain 
the claim petition inasmuch as no cause of action arose at Delhi and admittedly the writ petition was filed by the 
Management before Hon’ble High Court at Mumbai, the meeting was convened at Mumbai and the workman/claimant at 
the relevant time was not posted here in Delhi. However, during the course of arguments he conceded that the 
Head/Principal Office as well as Human Resource (Personnel department) office of AAI is located at Delhi. Even the 
final representation/request letter by the claimant regarding grant of Special Casual leave and other benefits was made to 
the Chairman, whose office is also situated here in Delhi. Further, all policy decision in respect of administrative matters 
of the AAI are taken by the Head Office. In view of all these and the fact that the reference has been received by this 
Tribunal from the Appropriate Government, I am afraid to accept the contention of learned A/R for the Management that 
this Tribunal has no territorial jurisdiction to adjudicate the dispute. 

9. During the course of arguments, learned A/R for the Management submitted that there was no espousal of 
cause of action since the claim made by the claimant is not sponsored or espoused by a Union of the workers, rather the 
claimant himself claiming to be the General Secretary of lAKU - unrecognized Union has filed, signed and verified the 
claim petition whereas he has raised a cause/dispute of his own i.e. an individual workman. As such, the claimant has no 
locus standi to file the present claim petition, without there being espousal and it can not be termed as industrial dispute. 

10. Per contra, learned A/R for the Workman/claimant has strenuously argued that the claimant G.A. Rudrappa 
happens to be the General Secretary of the claimant Union lAKU which Union is functioning for the welfare & benefit of 
the workers and as such the claimant was a protected workman of the Management during the year 2009. Being General 
Secretary of the claimant Union, the claim petition filed by G.A. Rudrappa/ claimant is maintainable. 

11. I may mention that the procedure for reference of an “Industrial Dispute” under sub-section (2) of Section 10 of 
the Act, has been narrated in Part-I of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. Rule 4 of the said Rules clearly 
provides as under 

4. Attestation of application - The application and the statement accompanying it shall be signed - 

(a) in the case of an employer. 

(b) in the case of workmen, either by the President and Secretary of a Trade Union of the workmen, or by 
five representatives of the workmen duly authorised in this behalf at a meeting of the workmen held for 
the purpose; 

(c ) in the case of an individual workman, by the workman himself or by any officer of the trade union of which 
he is a member or by another workman in the same establishment duly authorised by him in this behalf; 

Provided that such workman is not a member of different trade union.) 

Definition of “industrial dispute” has been carved out in Section 2(k) of the Act and same is reproduced hereunder for the 
sake of convenience 

2(k) “industrial dispute” means any dispute or difference between employers and employers, or between 
employers and workmen, or between workmen and workmen, which is connected with the employment or 
non employment or the terms of employment or with the conditions of labour, of any person” 

Law in relation to “industrial dispute” is well settled, Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Workman of Dharampal 
Premchand (Saughandhi) Vs. Dharampal Premchand (Saughandhi), (1965) 1 LLJ 668 SC, has held that 

“For the purpose of Section 2(k) it must be shown that (1) the dispute is connected with employment or non 
employment of a workman; (2) the dispute between a single workman and his employer was sponsored or 
espoused by the union of workman or by a number of workmen. The phrase “the union” merely indicates the 
Union to which the employee belongs even though it may be a Union of a minority of the workmen; (3) the 
establishment had no union on its own and some of the employees had joined the Union of another 
establishment belonging to the same industry. In such a case it would be open to that Union to take up the cause 
of the workmen if it is sufficiently representative of those workmen, dispute the fact that such Union was not 
exclusively of the workmen working in the establishment concerned.” 


In renowned case of “Workmen of Indian Express Newspaper Pvt. Ltd. Vs. Management of Indian Express Newspaper 
Pvt. Ltd., “an outside Union” was held to be sufficiently representative to espouse the cause. 

12. It is manifest from the above decision that in order to give jurisdiction to refer the dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication, it was essential for the workman/claimant to show that his individual cause/dispute, was sponsored or 
espoused by a Union of the workmen. Apparently, there is nothing on record to suggest that the claimant’s 
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cause/dispute for grant of special casual leave and other benefits of TA/DA etc. is/was espoused by lAKU Union 
(though it is unrecognized by the Management herein). The claimant G.A. Rudrappa, seeking relief for himself, has 
himself signed & verified the claim petition, though he has also affixed the seal of General Secretary of lAKU under his 
signatures. Neither in the pleadings nor in his affidavit, he has stated that he was seeking relief not as an individual but 
that of Member of the Union. However, he has neither filed on record any resolution of five representatives of the 
workmen/Union (lAKU) duly authorised in this hehalf at a meeting held for the purpose, nor the present claim 
petition is signed jointly by the President & General Secretary so as to comply with the provisions of Rule 4 of Industrial 
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. Hence, it can not be said that the cause of the claimant has been espoused by the Union 
(lAKU) or else. 

13. In the light of the aforesaid rulings and the fact that there is no espousal to the cause/dispute of the 
workman/claimant herein, this Tribunal has no hesitation to hold that the claim petition being not covered under the 
definition of “industrial dispute” is not maintainable. Accordingly, this issue is decided in favour of the Management and 
against the claimant herein. 

Issue No.2 : 

13. From the pleadings of the parties and evidence adduced on record, it is manifest that in relation to an industrial 
dispute between the parties, interim order dated 15/1/2009 was passed by CGIT, Mumbai, thereby some relief to the 
workers was provided. AAI challenged the same before Hon’ble High Court at Mumbai in a W.P. No 2085 of 2009. 
During hearing, Hon’ble High Court directed that an attempt should be made by the parties to settle the matter amicably 
by mutual discussions. Consequent upon the said direction of Hon’ble High Court, Regional Executive Director of AAI 
(Western Region), Mumbai convened a meeting for 2/3/2009 at 2.30 p.m. at Mumbai. M/s K.V. Kini & Co., Advocates 
& Solicitors of the AAI vide letter (Ex.WWl/3) dated 27/2/2009 communicated to the Ms. Gayatri Singh, Advocate of 
the lAKU as well as to Ms. Jane Cox Advocate for Airport Kamgar Union, about the date & time of the said meeting 
and requested him to instruct his client to attend the aforesaid meeting (uot more thau two members of each of the 
Uuiou) as to find out the possibility of settlement talks.. It is claimed by the claimant that Ms. Gayatri Devi, Advocate 
of the lAKU asked General Secretary of the claimant Union (i.e. to him) to attend the meeting. The claimant vide his 
application dated 27/2/2009 (Ex.WW1/4) informed the Controlling Officer viz. the Airport Director of AAI, Hyderabad 
about the said meeting and had simply sought permission to leave the station on 28/2/2009 (A/N) for the purpose of 
attending the meeting on 2/3/2009. It is pertinent to mention here that vide his request letter dated 27/2/2009 
(Ex.WWl/4), the claimant had no where sought for Special Casual Leave, nor had stated that he will be claiming T 
A/DA etc, if any, as per rules. 

14. It is undisputed fact that the claimant herein had attended the meeting at Mumbai on 2/3/2009 in the capacity of 
General Secretary of lAKU and besides him, four other office bears of the same Union/IAKU namely K.S.Prajapati - 
Regional Secretary, Mahesh Gumgaonkar, Branch Secretgary, Srikant Pant, Asstt. General Secretary and P.K. 
Bandopadhya= President of lAKU had attended the said meeting, which fact is apparent from the very first page of the 
minutes/record note of discussion of the said meeting (Ex.WWl/5). Thus, it is evident that five office bearers of lAKU 
had attended the said meeting, though it was specifically mentioned in the letter Ex.WWl/3) that not more than two 
members of each of the Unions should attend the meeting. 

15. It is also not in dispute that vide his application dated 19/3/2009 (Ex.WWl/6), addressed to the Director of AAI, 
Hyderabad, the claimant had requested for grant of benefits attached to official tour /meeting which he attended on 
2/3/2009 at Mumbai. It is noteworthy that the claimant had made no request for grant of Special Casual leave, rather he 
had simply requested for grant of benefits attached to the said official tour and had not disclosed as to how (either by Air 
or by Train) he travelled and what expenses he had actually incurred for the same. Even if it is presumed for the sake of 
arguments, that it was an official meeting convened by the side of the Management at Mumbai, yet invitation was meant 
only for two office bearers of lAKU. But there is no explanation from the side of the claimant as to why five office 
bears of lAKU had attended the said meeting. 

16. It is also not in dispute that the claimant had sent his request dated 18/8/2010 (Ex.WWl/10) addressed to the 
Chairman, AAI through proper channel for grant of benefits of attached to official Tour & TA/DA etc., which was 
returned to him by the Airport Controller, Madurai vide his memo dated 20/8/2010 with an advice to take up the matter 
directly as General Secretary with AAI Management because he had attended the meeting in his capacity as General 
Secretary of lAKU & not as Sr.Supdt(FS) and hence, he directly sent a letter dated 6/9/2010 (Ex.WWl/3) to the 
Chairman but to no response. 

17. Perusal of the record shows that the Management had issued certain Guidelines under the cover of office order 
dated 22/11/2002 (Ex.WWl/14 (colly.) for providing certain facilities to the Recognised (majority elected) Union 
vis-a-vis office accommodation, furniture, telephone facilities. Notice Board, TA/DA for attending official 
meetings/conferences convened by the Management. 

18. Learned A/R for the claimant placed reliance on the decisions in the case of UOI Vs. Paschim Railway 
Karamchari Parishad Union (Special Civil Application No.8069 of 1997 - decided by Hon’ble High Court of Gujarat 
at Ahmedabad and Indian Airlines Ltd. Vs.Indain Airlines Technical Assist ants Union W.A.848/1994 - dated on 
12/6/1996, decided by Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh, to stress that unrecognized Union is also entitled to same 
privileges which are accorded to the Recognized (Majority elected) Union. 

19. Per contra, learned A/R for the Management submitted that the Management is rules & regulations governing 
the Management organization does not provide for payment of any such benefits to non-recognised union and as such 
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claim of the claimant/workman is misconceived. Moreover, the claimant had attended the meeting at Mumhai alongwith 
four other office hearers of lAKU, though only two of them were required to attend the meeting. 

20. There is no dispute about preposition of law that 

“The Trade Union Act confers certain rights on the Registered Union to ventilate the grievance of the members 
of its union. The Management is obliged to hear them and resolve its disputes as far as possible without 
resorting to the conciliation & adjudicatory process Though the Management is not obliged to recognize the 
unrecognized (minority elected) Unionbut at the same time it can not refuse to hear the grievances voiced 
by it in respect of service conditions of its members. The Management is expected to conduct itself in a fair 
and reasonable manner in the interest of industrial peace and harmony. Therefore reconginising the Union for 
the limited purpose of negotiation and settlement in respect of its members, can not be construed as recognition 
under the Code of Discipline On the other hand, it improves the labour-management relations and paves the 
way for achieving optimum output. There is no provision under the Industrial Disputes Act or Trade Union Act, 
prohibiting the management from negotiating, discussing or entering into settlement with the unrecognized 
union. It is only in cases where the demand of unrecognized union is already seized of by the recognized union 
such a demand would not be maintainable.... 

Further that, unrecognized Union is also entitled to same privileges which are accorded to the Recognized 
(Majority elected) Union. 

However, in the instant case, the claim of the claimant/workman does not appear to be justifiable, inasmuch as there is no 
explanation from the side of the claimant as to why five office bears of lAKU had attended the meeting at Mumbai, 
whereas only two of them were required to attend the same. Vide his first request letter dated 27/2/2009 (Ex.WWl/4), the 
claimant had no where sought for Special Casual Leave, nor had stated that he will be claiming T A/DA etc, if any, as per 
rules rather he had sought permission to leave station. Further, vide his application dated 19/3/2009 (Ex.WWl/6), the 
claimant had made no request for grant of Special Casual leave, rather he had simply requested for grant of benefits 
attached to the said official tour. Neither in his application as well as subsequent representations made to the Chairman 
nor in the claim petition filed before this Tribunal, the workman/claimant disclosed as to how (either by Air or by Train) 
he travelled and what expenses he had actually incurred for the same. No document about the expenses incurred for the 
same has been filed on record. The meeting was attended by the claimant on 2'"^ March, 2009. Final request 
letter/representation was made by him to the Chairman, AAI on 6/9/2010 but to no avail, whereas the claimant/workman 
approached the Conciliation Officer only in the year 2016, that is after gap of six years. This shows that there is belated 
raising of claim by the workman /claimant. There is no pleadings or evidence from the side of the claimant to show that 
he ever raised any grievance during the period after September, 2010 till 2016 before any forum, about grant of Special 
Casual Leave and benefits attached to the official tour. It would not be out of place to mention here that lAKU had 
moved the Hon’ble High Court by filing W.P (Civil) No. 6446/2013 concerning the election of the recognized Trade 
Union of the Airport Authority of India, held on 29/1/2013 wherein the Airports Authority “Employees Union (AAEU) 
was declared elected as the recognized(majority) union of AAI”. The said writ petition was dismissed by Hon’ble High 
Court vide order dated 17/3/2016. It appears that thereafter workman/claimant again agitated his claim for grant of 
Special Casual Leave & benefits of TA/DA etc before Conciliation Officer. This fact also strengthen my view that the 
claim of the workman/claimant is belated one and has been made beyond reasonable period, besides the same is 
unspecified in terms of money which is sought to be reimbursed by the Management. All these peculiar facts and 
circumstances of the case lead this Tribunal to conclude that claim of the workman for grant of Special Casual Leave and 
benefit of TA/DA etc. for attending the meeting on 2/3/2009 at Mumbai, is unjust and improper at this belated stage. 

Relief: 


In view of my findings on issue No.l and 2 above, this Tribunal has no hesitation to hold that the claimant is not 
entitled to any relief whatsoever, firstly because there is no espousal to his claim and lastly his claim being belated is not 
justifiable. The award is accordingly passed. 


Date : 06.12.2018 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


27 2018 

W. 3ir. 52.^1 srf^l^iFfT 1947 (1947 TT 14) # STRT 17 % FRTTR 
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New Delhi, the 27* December, 2018 

S. O. 52.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 32/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
No. 1, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Delhi International Airport Ltd. And other and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 24.12.2018. 


ANNEXURE 


[No. Z-16025/4/2018-IR(M)] 
D.K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy. 


IN THE COURT OF SHRIAVTAR CHAND DOGRA : PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No.I, DWARKA COURTS COMPLEX : NEW DELHI 

ID No. 32/2013 


Shri Ram Kishan, 

S/o. Shri Chander Prakash, 

R/o. E-2344 Block, 

Gurgaon 122017 (Haryana). ... Workman/Claimant 


Versus 


1. M/s. Delhi International Airport Ltd., 

New Uddan Bhawan, Terminal No.Ill, 

IGI Airport, New Delhi 110037. 

2. M/s. Biman Bangldesh Airlines Ltd., 

317, 320-321, Indra Prakash Building, 

Bara Khamba Road, 

New Delhi. ... .Management 


AWARD 

This award shall decide a claim petition filed by the workman/ claimant Ram Kishan under Section 2-A of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) with the averments that the claim petition, the workman was appointed 
by Management No.2 M/s Biman Bangladesh Airlines as Accounts Assistant on 16/4/2010 initially on daily wage basis 
vide appointment letter dated 16/4/2010 but was deputed at Indira Gandhi International Airport as Traffic Officer. In 
view of his satisfactory work and conduct, his services were regularized vide letter dated 15/11/2010 and since then he 
had working with the Management No.2 on a monthly salary of Rs. 14,300/- . It has been alleged that though the 
workman was appointed for a job of perennial nature but unlawful terms & conditions to renew his employment after 
three years were mentioned in the letter dated 15/11/2010. It is pleaded that job of the workman was of operation, 
clerical and manual. Though he had been appointed as Accounts Assistant but he worked as Traffic Officer and that is 
why Management had got issued him Airport Entry Pass to work as Traffic Officer at IGI Airport. One of the officers of 
the Management wanted the workman to do some unlawful act and when he denied to do so, the said Officer got annoyed 
and threatened the workman of victimization of service and thereafter he started harassing the workman/claimant and the 
said Officer got the workman transferred from IGI Airport to Biman City Office at Barakhamba Road, New Delhi vide 
letter dated 12/6/201. The claimant was made to sit idle throughout his duty hours and sometimes up to 8 PM without 
allowing him to have tea or lunch etc. and as such the workman became patient of hypertension. On 10/7/2012 while the 
claimant as on duty, his conditions got deteriorated in the office where office boy helped him in getting auto-rickshaw for 
his house. On reaching home, his family members took the workman to Kapoor Clinic where he remained under 
treatment w.e.f. 11/7/012 to 2/8/2012. When on 3/8/20r2 he reported for duty alongwith medical certificate and 
application, the Management refused to receive the same and did not allow him to perform duty. As such, the claimant 
sent his medical certificate and application through courier on 3/8/2012. He also served a demand notice dated 
23/8/2012 upon the Management. It is alleged that termination of service of workman is in gross violation of Section 25- 
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F of the Act. The workman approached the Conciliation Officer who took up the matter on 22/11/2012, 21/12/12 and 
19/2/2013 hut no settlement could be arrived at and hence, he filed the present claim petition. It is also alleged that the 
workman is unemployed from the date of termination of his service as he could not get any job despite his best efforts 
and is facing economic hardship. He has prayed for reinstatement into service with continuity of service and full back 
wages and all consequential benefits. 

2. The claim petition has been resisted by the Management No.l who filed its written statement and took 
preliminary objections inter-alia that the the workman/claimant is not its employee and on the contrary it has been 
admitted by the claimant that he was appointed by Management No.2 and his salary was paid by Management No.2.. 
Prayer has been made that Management No.l be deleted from the array of the parties in the claim petition 

3. Management No.2 also resisted the claim of the workman, filed written statement and took preliminary 
objections inter-alia that since the appointment of the workman was on contractual basis, therefore in terms of Section 
2(00)(bb) of the Act, the present dispute is not sustainable, as termination of such a contractual employee does not fall 
within the ambit of retrenchment. However it is admitted that the workman was appointed by the Management No.2 as 
Accounts Assistant on 16/4/2010 initially on daily basis. It has been denied that due to his satisfactory work and 
conduct, the workman was regularized in service w.e.f. 15/11/2010 vide letter dated 15/11/2010. The service contract of 
the workman was terminated on 24/7/2012 in terms of clause 5 of the contract letter dated 15/11/2010 and he was offered 
the salary upto the period 24/7/2012 alongwith salary of two weeks’ in lieu of notice period and was directed to deposit 
the property of the Management viz. ID card and entry/security pass, uniform, office keys etc. which the workman was 
holding during the course of his contractual employments with the Management but the workman did not comply with 
the same. It has been denied that the workman worked as Traffic Officer or that Officer of the Management ever asked 
him to perform some unlawful and immoral traffic act or that he was mentally harassed and tortured by the Management. 
Since the contractual term of the workman had come to an end on 24/7/2012 , there was no occasion for him to report for 
duty alongwith medical certificate on 3/8/2012. It is alleged that the claimant is not entitled to claim back wages or 
reinstatement into service as he had voluntarily accepted contractual employment. Prayer has been made that present 
dispute is not tenable and no dispute award be passed against the claimant. 

4. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed on 16/5/2013 

(1) Whether action of termination of service of the claimant by M/s Biman Bangladesh Airlines Ltd. falls 
within sub clause (bb) of clause (oo) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disptues Act, 1947 ? 

(2) Whether claimant is entitled to relief of reinstatement in service ? 

5. The Claimant in support of his case examined himself as W.W.l and tendered his affidavit Ex.WWl/A alongwith 
documents Ex.WWl/1 to WWl/3. 

6. On the other hand, the Management in order to rebut the case of the claimant examined Mohd. Mofizul Islam, 
Operations Manager as MWl who who also tendered his evidence by way of affidavit Ex.MWl/A and relied on the 
documents Ex. WWl/M-1 to Ex.WWl/M-7 

7. I have heard Shri Maya Ram, A/R for the claimant; Shri Ramesh Thakur, A.R for Management Nol and Shri 
Subhash Bakshi, Deputy General Manager of Management No.2. and have also gone through the evidence adduced on 
record by the parties. 

Issue No.l and 2 : 

8. Both these issues are being taken up together for the purpose of discussion and they can be conveniently 
disposed of. 

9. Erom the pleading of the parties and evidence adduced on record, it is evident that the claimant herein was 
appointed by the Management No.2 M/s Biman Bangldesh Airlines as Accounts Assistant initially on 16/8/2010 on daily 
wage basis and in fact the Management No.l M/s DIAL has got no privity of contract with the claimant/workman in 
respect of his employment, inasmuch as Management No.2 alone was the controlling and paying authority and this is so 
apparent from the document Ex.WWl/3 viz. appointment-cum-regularization letter. 

10. A/R for the workman/claimant submitted that services of the claimant were regularized by the letter dated 
15/11/2010 (Ex.WWl/3) to a post of perennial nature, as his work and conduct was found to be satisfactory by the 
Management from 16/8/2010 onwards and further that while he being unwell & under treatment remained on leave 
w.e.f. 11/7/012 to 2/8/2012, he reported for duty alongwith medical certificate and application on 3/8/2012, the 
Management refused to receive the same and did not allow him to perform duty. As such action of the Management in 
terminating his services is illegal. 

11. Per contra, A/R for the Management submitted that appointment of the workman was purely on contractual 
basis for a period of three years and the Management terminated the services of the workman vide letter dated 24/7/2012, 
in terms of clause (5) of the agreement/contract letter dated 15/11/2010 (Ex.WWl/3). As such, the Management was 
well within its rights to disengage the services of the workman/claimant at any time and as such, there is no violations of 
the provisions of Section 25-E of the Act . In fact, the Management had issued termination letter dated 24/7/2012 
(Ex.WWl/M-1) to the claimant/workman and same is within the purview of Section 2(oo)(bb) of the Act. 

12. To ascertain the truth, It will be worthwhile to refer to the evidence adduced on record by the parties, in the light 
of the appointment letter dated 15/11/2010, relevant extracts of which are reproduced hereunder 
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“Subject: Regularization of service as “Accounts Assistant” 

Dear Mr. Kishan, 

The management of Biman Bangladesh Airlines Ltd. has decided to appoint your as “Accounts Assistant for a 
contractual period of 3 (three) years under the following terms & conditions 


1. Your consolidated monthly remuneration will be Rs. 14,300/- 

2. Your employment will be renewed after satisfactory completion of three years of service including six 
months of apprenticeship period. 

3 . 

4 . 

5. Both the parties (Biman and/or employee) reserve the right to revoke the contract through serving 2 (two) 
weeks’ notice in advance. However, Biman reserves the right to terminate your service forthwith on 
payment of notice pay. 

6. You will be entitled to enjoy 14 days leave per year after completion of one year service. Any unutilized 
leave will not be accumulated for the next year. 

7. Your appointment will be effective from 16* April, 10. ” 

13. Though the claimant WWl specifically denied the suggestion that letter Ex.WWl/M-1 was served upon him on 
24/7/2012 whereby his contractual appointment was terminated, however the Management did not file on record any 
document like postal receipt or acknowledgement etc. to show that the said termination letter dated 24/7/2012 was 
actually served upon the claimant. On the contrary, it is the specific case of the claimant/workman that he happened to 
be on medical leave w.e.f. 11/7/2012 to 2/8/2012 and that on 3/8/2012 when he reported for duty alongwith medical 
certificate and application. Management did not allow him to perform duty. Sick leave application of the workman for 
the said period has been produced on record by the Management itself as Ex.WWl/M-2. The said leave application 
dated 3/8/2012 is on the prescribed proforma of the Management and bears the signatures of the workman/claimant. In 
the face of this document Ex.WWl/M-2, the version of the workman/claimant is believable and it appears that the 
Management has cooked up a false story and fabricated the termination letter dated 24/7/2012, inasmuch as had the 
Management disengaged the services of the workman through termination letter dated 24/7/2012 there was no question 
for the workman/claimant to submit his leave application Ex.WWl/M-2 on 3/8/2012 alongwith the medical certificate 
Ex.WWl/M-7, so produced by the Management. As per the contract/appointment letter Ex.WWl the claimant/workman 
was entitled to enjoy 14 days leave per year and he had already put in service for about two years. 

14. The workman/claimant also denied the suggestions of the Management that letter Ex.WWl/M-4 was sent to him 
by the Management alongwith a cheque of Rs. 18,590/- (Ex.WWl/M-5), wherein his postal address written thereon is 
correct. He also denied the suggestion that he refused to accept the said letter Ex.WWl/M-4 when it was handed over 
to him by the postal authorities. Despite that the Management has not filed any document about the service of the said 
letter Ex.WWl/M-4 upon the workman. Moreover, this letter is dated 15/4/2013 whereas the cheque Ex.WWl/M-5 is 
dated 16/4/2013. It appears that the said letter was issued by the Management, only after the claimant/workman had filed 
the claim petition and notice of the same was received by the Management for hearing dated 17/4/2013, when 
Authorised representative of the Management had put in appearance before this Tribunal. 

15. At the time when the services of the claimant were terminated w.e.f. 3/8/2012 or 24/7/2012 as the case may be, 
the workman/claimant had already served the Management for about two years. The appointment cum regularization 
letter Ex.WWl/3 clearly goes to show that the appointment though on contract basis, was made for three years. It is not 
the case of the Management that the workman was employed for any specific project/scheme and that is why the 
Management had shut down its business/operations in the year 2012 when the services of the claimant were 
terminated/disengaged. MW 1 Mohd. Mofizul Islam -witness of the Management admitted that Management Airlines 
was operational but not in Delhi, in the year 2012, 2013 and 2014 intermittently. He also admitted that Airways Bills 
Ex.MWl/W-1 and MWl/W-2 are of the Management company. Same pertains to the period July, 2014 which shows 
that the Management company was in operation even in July, 2014. The Management has not led any evidence to show 
that the work or the post to which the claimant was employed itself ceased to exist when the services of the claimant 
were disengaged/terminated. In the given circumstances, this Tribunal is unable to accept the contention of the 
Management that the order of retrenchment/termination is within the purview of Section 2(oo)(bb) of the Act, inasmuch 
as contractual employment appears to have been resorted to as a mechanism to frustrate the claim of the employee to 
become regular or permanent against a job of regular and perennial in nature. In S.M. Nilaikar Versus Telecom. 
District Manager, Karnataka, AIR 2003 SC 3553, their lordships of Hon’ble Supreme Court interpreted Section 
2(oo)(bb) of the Act and laid down the following propositions :- 

“12. Retrenchment in its ordinary connotations is discharge of labour as surplus though the business or 
work itself is continued, it is well settled by a catena of decisions that labour laws being beneficial 
pieces of legislation are to be interpreted in favour of the beneficiaries in case of doubt or where it is 
possible to take two views of a provision. It is also well settled that the Parliament has employed the 
expression “the termination by the employer of the service of a workman for any reason whatsoever” 
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ii) Ordinarily, an employee or workman whose services are terminated and who is desirous of 
getting back wages is required to either plead or at least make a statement before the 
adjudicating authority or the Court of first instance that he/she was not gainfully employed or 
was employed on lesser wages. If the employer wants to avoid payment of full back wages, 
then I has to plead and also lead cogent evidence to prove that the employee/workman wads 
gainfully employed and was getting wages equal to the wages he/she wads drawing prior to 
the termination of service. This is so because it is settled law that the burden of proof of the 
existence of a particular fact lies on the person who makes a positive averments about its 
existence. It is always easier to prove a positive fact than to prove a negative fact. Therefore, 
once the employee shows that he was employed, the onus lies on the employer to specifically 
plead and prove that the employee was gainfully employed and was getting the same or 
substantially similar emoluments.” 

20.. The Hon’ble Apex Court also held that different expressions are used for describing the consequence of 
termination of a workman’s service/employment/engagement by way of retrenchment without complying with the 
mandate of Section 25F of the Act. Sometimes it has been termed as ah initio void, sometimes as illegal per se, sometime 
as nullity and sometimes as non est. Leaving aside the legal semantics, we have no hesitation to hold that termination of 
service of an employee by way of retrenchment without complying with the requirement of giving one month’s notice or 
pay in lieu thereof and compensation in terms of Section 25F (a) and (b) has the effect of rendering the action of the 
employer and nullity and the employee is entitled to continue in employment as if his service was not terminated. ( Anoop 
Shanna Vs. Executive Engineer, Public Health Division No.l Panipat (2010) 5 SCC 497). 

21. A Bench of three Judges of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited v. 
Employees of Hindustan Tin Works Private Limited (1979) 2 SCC 80 held that relief of reinstatement with continuity of 
service can be granted where termination of service is found to be invalid. It would mean that the employer has taken 
away illegally the right to work of the workman contrary to the relevant law or in breach of contract and simultaneously 
deprived the workman of his earnings. If thus the act of employer is found to be totally illegal and arbitrary, in that 
eventuality the workman is required to be reinstated, with full back wages. Plain common sense also dictates that the 
removal of an order terminating the services of workmen must ordinarily lead to the reinstatement of the services of the 
workmen alongwith payment of back wages. 

22. However, Hon’ble Apex Court in the case General Manager. Haryana Roadways Vs. Rudan Singh, 
reported as 2005 SCC (L&S) 716 observed as under 

“8. There is no rule of thumb that in every case where the Industrial Tribunal gives a finding that the termination 
of service was in violation of Section 25-F of the Act, entire back wages should be awarded. A host of factors 
like the manner and method of selection and appointment i.e. whether after proper advertisement of the vacancy 
or inviting applications from the employment exchange, nature of appointment namely, whether ad hoc, short 
term, daily wage, temporary or permanent in character, any special qualification required for the job and the like 
should be weighed and balanced in taking a decision regarding award of back wages. One of the important 
factors which has to be taken into consideration is the length of service, which the workman had rendered 
with the employer. If the workman has rendered a considerable period of service and his services are 
wrongfully terminated, he may be awarded full or partial back wages keeping in view the fact that at this age 
and the qualification possessed by him he may not be in a position to get another employment. However, 
where the total length of service rendered by a workman is very small, the award of back wages for the 
complete period i.e. from the date of termination till the date of the award, which our experience shows is 
often quite large, would be wholly inappropriate. A regular service of permanent character cannot be 
compared to short or intermittent daily wage employment though it may be for 240 days in a calander year.” 
27. Yet in another latest case of Bholanath Lai and others Vs. Shree Om Enterprises (P) Ltd., 
Manu/DE/1922/2018 (decided on 10/5/2018), Hon’ble High Court of Delhi while considering the question of 
illegal termination and reinstatement held as under 

“The cases in which the competent court or tribunal finds that the employer has acted in gross violation of the 
statutory provisions and/or the principles of natural justice or is guilty of victimizing the employee or workman, 
then the court or tribunal concerned will be fully justified in directing payment of full back wages. In such 
cases, the superior courts should not exercise power under Article 226 or 136 of the Constitution and interfere 
with the award passed by the Labour Court, etc. merely because there is a possibility of forming a different 
opinion on the entitlement of the employee/workman to get full back wages or the employer’s obligation to pay 
the same The courts must always keep in view that that in the cases of wrongful/illegal termination of service, 
the wrongdoer is the employer and the sufferer is the employee./workman and there is no justification to give a 
premium to the employer of his wrongdoings by relieving him of the burden to pay to the employee/ workman 
his dues in the form of full back wages.” 
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A similar view has been taken in the case of Delhi Jal Board Vs. Vimal Kumar (decided on 5-4-2018) 
MANU/de/1322/2018 wherein service of a casual driver was terminated without any notice or payment of one month’s 
salary in lieu of such notice. The Industrial Tribunal answering the reference held the action of the management to be 
illegal and in violation of Section 25-F of the Act. The Award was upheld by Hon’ble High Court of Delhi by observing 
as under 


“In view of the above discussion, I am unable to discern any illegality or infirmity in the impugned Award, 
dated 29* May, 2003, of the Labour Court, to the extent that it holds the termination of the services of the 
respondent, by the petitioner, to be illegal and unlawful. I am entirely in agreement with the finding, of the 
Labour Court, that the services of the respondent were retrenched in violation of Section 25-F of the ID Act and 
that, therefore, he was entitled to be reinstated in service with all consequential benefits. In view of the fact that 
going by the age of the respondent as disclosed in the counter affidavit filed before this Court, he would, today, 
be only 50 years of age, and also in view of the fact that the termination of his services as SCM Driver was not 
on account of any deficiency or shortcoming detected in the manner of discharge by the respondent, of his duties 
as such, I am of the opinion, that the facts of the present case, do not warrant any interference with the direction, 
of the Labour Court, to the petitioner to reinstate the respondent in service with the benefit of continuity of 
service. The petitioner is, therefore, directed to reinstate the respondent in service forthwith. 

Inasmuch as the respondent has not been rendering any service to the petitioner since the date of his 
termination, however, the back wages payable to the respondent would be limited to 50 per cent of the wages 
which he would have drawn he had continued to serve the petitioner.” 

23. Having regard to the legal position as discussed above and the fact that the claimant was performing duty to a 
post of regular and perennial nature, this Tribunal is of the firm view that the claimant herein is entitled for 
reinstatement into service on the same post, with 50 per cent back wages, iinasmuch as termination of the 
claimant/workman is per-se illegal, and the claimant/workman is not gainfully employed anywhere since after his 
termination by the Management No. 2. Award is passed accordingly against Management No. 2 M/s. Biman Bengladesh 
Airlines Ltd. 


Date : 15.11.2018 


AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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